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FOREWORD 


Writing about the Jews has always been a hazardous occupation. 
When the names of those two great thinkers, G. K. Chesterton and 
Hilaire Belloc, are brought up nowadays, this is always accompanied by 
the standard reference to their supposed "anti-Semitism." In such cases it 
is "heads I win, tails you lose," since the default position in relation to 
discourse on this subject seems to be that anti-Semitism has come to 
mean anything that the Jews dislike. This is hardly a balanced position, 
since if applied rigorously it would mean that the Jews can never be 
criticized for any perceived fault, which is ridiculous. 


Dr. Jones has recently written a book summarising the details 
contained in his definitive work, The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit. That 
shorter book, The Catholic Church and the Jews, concentrates upon the 
specific relationship between the Catholic Church and the Jews through 
history. The present book examines certain wider moral issues and is 
based upon the analysis in The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit. 


The crucial distinction to be made in relation to the Jews on the part 
of a Christian is often misunderstood. Anti-Semitism is a racial concept, 
in the sense of hatred of the Jews because of immutable and ineradicable 
racial characteristics. This is utterly wrong and something that has 
always been repudiated by the Church. However, it is necessary for a 
Christian, in view of the belief of that faith in the divinity of Christ, to 
be anti-Jewish in the sense of opposing beliefs and actions of Jews 
which operate as a consequence of the Jewish rejection of Christ. The 
present book firmly maintains that vital distinction. It acknowledges the 
fact that many Jews try sincerely to live up to the moral law. 
Nevertheless, it is the case that the Jews rejected Logos, the Reason for 
the universe and its redemption, and so rejected Christ, the Supernatural 
Messiah, in order to support anti-Christian revolutionary movements. 
This rejection of Logos has been a feature of Jewish history and led 
directly to that cultural subversion and collapse of the moral order 
expressed in the title of this book. 


Despite the clarity and precision with which Dr. Jones has 
expressed these matters, he has frequently been the subject of 
accusations of anti-Semitism. Many statements of his could be cited to 
refute these accusations. The following is just one, but it explains with 
honesty and dignity his commitment to the truth: 


We need to remind ourselves that the Jew is a creature of Logos even if his religion is based on 
the rejection of Logos. He is not our enemy because of some occult racial inheritance. The 
revolutionary Jew is our enemy because he has rejected Logos. This means that Jews to the 
extent that they accept, honor and revere Logos, are not our enemies. There are Jews who accept 
Logos fully by sincerely accepting baptism, and there are Jews who accept it in some lesser 
capacity by their docility to the truth. We all know Jews like this, and they should not be 
excluded from our fellowship, especially since many of them have suffered at the hands of "the 
Jews" themselves. 

The book begins with an examination of the use of sexual imagery 
and propaganda as a means of psychological warfare and social control, 
a technique of subversion with a long history and recently used by Jews 
in the modern Culture Wars. The book follows this with an explanation 
of the roots of the Jewish subversion of the moral law situated centrally 
in the aforementioned rejection of Logos, the moral and social order 
stemming from God and Christ. 


An examination is then made of the prominent role played by Jews 
in the media, notably in film and Hollywood, and the battles for 
supremacy that have taken place in this context between the Catholic 
Church and the Jews. A similar phenomenon can be seen in relation to 
the widespread Jewish promotion of abortion, which is examined next. 
This is followed by a study of Jewish influence in the field of the arts 
and culture. 


The book then moves away from specifics to issues of general 
principle, namely the malign influence of Wilhelm Reich in relation to 
the overturning of traditional morality and its replacement by sexual 
revolution. By contrast, this is followed by an analysis of the role of 
Logos in history, the fostering and protection of the moral order under 
the authority of the Catholic Church. The book then looks at what might 
be thought of as a case study of the tragic consequences of revolution in 
practice, namely the recent critical situation relating to the sexual abuse 
of women in India. This is followed by a discussion of the prominent 
role played recently by Jews in order to promote a reversion from 
traditional marriage to "Same-sex marriage." 


A short conclusion deals with the way forward for defenders of the 
moral law, both in the Iranian world (which, as Dr. Jones has 
emphasised on several occasions, has never given up its quest for 
Logos) and in the Christian West. Central to this is a move away from 
the materialistic ethos and back to traditional moral and religious 
principles characterised by Logos. 


My knowledge of Dr. Jones' work, in which I have played some 
small part, leaves me with no hesitation in urging readers to give close 
attention to his analysis of the past and present in this field, and his 
prescription for the future. No one is better informed about this whole 
area (not least by his voluminous reading, a significant part of which 
consists of works by Jewish writers) and equipped to go straight to the 
heart of the relevant issues. This book is an important contribution to an 
understanding of the present Culture Wars. It is hoped that it will lead 
readers on to tackle The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit itself, together with 
the many other fine writings produced by Dr. Jones. 


It should be mentioned that references to the authorities cited in this 
book are included in the text, but much more extensive references are 
contained in The Jewish Revolutionary Spirit and in Dr. Jones' related 
works. 


John Beaumont 
Leeds, England 
Feast of St. Basil the Great 
January 2, 2016 


INTRODUCTION 


Eyeless in Gaza: Pornography and Psychological Warfare 


At 4:30 pm on March 30, 2002, Israeli military forces took over 
Palestinian TV stations when they occupied Ramallah in the West Bank, 
immediately shutting them down. What followed was a little more 
unusual. Shortly after occupying the Al-Watan TV station, the Israeli 
forces began broadcasting pornography over its transmitter. Eventually, 
according to a report from The Advertiser, an Australian newspaper, the 
Israelis expanded their cultural offensive against the Palestinian people 
by broadcasting pornography over two other Palestinian stations, the 
Ammwaj and Al-Sharag channels. One 52-year-old Palestinian mother 
of three children, according to the report in the The Advertiser, 
complained about "the deliberate psychological damage caused by these 
broadcasts." The only Palestinian station not taken over by the Israelis 
ran a written message at the bottom of its screen claiming that 
"Anything currently shown on Al-Watan and other local TV channels 
has nothing to do with Palestinian programs but is being broadcast by 
the Israeli occupation forces. We urge parents to take precautions." 
"Why in the world," one woman wondered, "should one do such a 
thing?" 


This explanation is put forth in The People vs. Larry Flynt, a big 
budget Hollywood apologia for Hollywood's connection to the porn 
industry. It got produced as a piece of pro-pornography propaganda 
when Congress was debating the Communications Decency Act in the 
early 1990s, which was supposed to ban obscenity from the internet. So 
according to the official explanation, Israeli troops began broadcasting 
pornography over captured Palestinian TV stations because they wanted 
to spread freedom among the Palestinian people. 


Somehow that doesn't sound right. The simple fact of the matter is 
that this incident simply cannot be explained according to the principles 
available in contemporary American culture. In order to understand the 


disparity between the official explanation of pornography and what 
might be termed its military use, we have to go back to the ancients. 


The story of Samson and Delilah is a good place to start — except 
for the fact that the roles are reversed in that story. Israel was invincible 
militarily — at least that part hasn't changed — so the Philistines 
decided that they had to get at the Israelite leader by other than military 
means. Unable to defeat him in battle, they decided to seduce him 
sexually. Once Samson succumbed to Delilah's wiles, he lost his power, 
and Israel lost its leader. They could find him then not on the field of 
battle, but rather to use the English poet John Milton's phrase "eyeless in 
Gaza, grinding at the mill with slaves." 


Having learned their lesson from Samson, the Israelis decided to 
turn the tables on their opponents, because they knew that a blind 
opponent is no opponent at all, and because they knew as the ancients on 
the northern side of the Mediterranean — the Greeks — knew as well 
that lust makes a man blind. St. Thomas Aquinas, giving voice to that 
same tradition over a millennium later said that lust "darkens the mind." 
A man without a mind is not a formidable opponent; therefore, lust can 
be used as a weapon by rendering an opponent "blind" or irrational and, 
therefore, incapable of mounting a coherent attack or counter-attack. 


At this point we are beginning to see the dim outline of why the 
Israelis were interested in broadcasting pornography. It wasn't because 
they were interested in promoting freedom; it was because they were 
interested in promoting freedom's opposite, namely, bondage or slavery 
because slaves, especially people who are the slaves of their own 
passions, do not make good fighters. 


The Ancients’ explanation of how sexual passion could be put to 
military use is not all that different than a report issued by the 
Palestinians at least three months before the incident happened. 


On January 12, 2002, the Islamic Association for Palestine news 


agency ran an article claiming that 
representatives of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and Israeli Shin Beth experts have 
recommended that the relatively conservative Palestinian society be flooded with pornography, 


drugs and gambling in order to keep Palestinian youths away from joining the resistance against 
Israeli occupation and apartheid. 


The idea, according to the IAP report, "first came from the Israeli 


side who suggested that only these things could take Palestinian youths 
away from their hostile fixation on Israel." Apparently Israel tried 
broadcasting pornography from at least one television station in the 
southern part of the West Bank, but had to pull back from its cultural 
offensive because of protests from Jewish settlers in the area, who felt 
that "pornography materials on local screens could have a detrimental 
effect on the settler population." "The settlers," according to one source 
cited in the IAP article, "are mostly religious people and like most 
Palestinians, they don't like these things." 


Augustine: Sin and Servitude, Masters and Vices 


Seven hundred years after Samson was blinded by the Philistines at 
around the time of Alaric's sack of Rome — when the empire tottered on 
the verge of collapse, and the Christians were being blamed — St. 
Augustine took the insights of Plato and combined them with those of 
the Hebrew Scriptures to come up with a new formulation of the 
relationship between slavery and freedom. 


Unlike Aristotle who argued that men were slaves Phusei, which is 
to say by nature, Augustine took a radically moral view of the issue. 
Man was free as long as he was moral, which is to say acting according 
to the dictates of practical reason. "It is clear," he wrote in the City of 
God, "that sin is the primary cause of servitude." That means, he 
continued in another passage from the same book, that "a good man, 
though a slave, is free; but a wicked man, though a king, is a slave. For 
he serves, not one man alone, but, what is worse, as many masters as he 
has vices." 


Two Cities 


What followed on the heels of Augustine's admonition looked like 
the collapse of the civilized world. In reality, the fall of Rome was 
another term for the birth of Europe out of the wreckage of classical 
culture. People like Benedict of Nursia saved classical culture by 
providing through the Rule of St. Benedict a vehicle for Christianization 
of the ravaging ethnic groups which were then in the process of 
destroying it. 


All of history, according to the schema Augustine proposed in the 
City of God, could now be reduced to two options, symbolized by two 


cities: the City of God was based on love of God to the extinction of 
self, and the City of Man was based on love of self to the extinction of 
God. If the City of God was based on love of neighbor and service, what 
is the City of Man based on? It's based on the opposite of love and 
service, or, to use Augustine's term, and the title of my book on sexual 
liberation as a form of political control, "Libido Dominandi," the desire 
to dominate. 


The distinction I'm trying to make here is like the difference 
between Jesus Christ and Dracula: Christ shed his blood so that we 
might have eternal life; Dracula sheds your blood so that he can have 
eternal life. 


For one thousand years following the fall of the Roman Empire, a 
fall which Augustine witnessed with his own eyes, Christian Europe 
based its culture increasingly and more and more effectively on 
Augustine's principle. That doesn't mean that no sins were committed in 
that part of the world for that particular millennium, but it does meant 
that the increasingly unified group of ethnic Christian communities 
which made up Europe had at least the right idea, the City of God, 
before them as their model. It also meant that they had the right idea of 
freedom, namely, that its essence was reasonable, moral behavior. That 
meant that a man had as many masters as he had vices. 


CHAPTER ONE 


The Root of Jewish Subversion: the Rejection of Logos 


Polite goyim never use the word "Jew." The extent to which the 
polite goy will go to avoid using the word Jew has become a source of 
humor among Jews, like the one about the WASP who gets into a cab in 
New York City and says to the cabbie, "Ah, Mr. Finkelstein, I see that 
you are of the Jewish persuasion." The cabdriver then turns and says, 
"Of the Jewish persuasion? I'm a Jew. Just a call me a Jew." To which 
the WASP replies, "I'm not into name-calling." 


David Brooks once gave the etymology of "neocon," and the ethnic 
make-up of that political movement, by saying that "neo" meant new 
and "con" meant Jew. That in turn led to other Jewish insider jokes 
referring to various politicos as being "of the neoconservative 
persuasion." 


So, in a previous age, the polite goy referred to someone who was 
"of the Jewish persuasion." In our age, beginning around the time of the 
American invasion of Iraq in 2003, when the Jewish takeover of 
American foreign policy became too obvious to ignore, the polite goy 
began referring to Jews as "Zionists," and "the Israel Lobby." After 
inviting me to speak at a number of their universities, the Iranians, the 
politest goyim on the face of the earth, titled one of my talks "Zionism 
and the Hollywood Production Code." During a conference I gave to 
German speakers in Switzerland, I was criticized for using the word 
"Jew" and was told in no uncertain terms that the use of the term was 
anti-Semitic. Since Zionist didn't count as anti-Semitic I was told to use 
that term. 


But then as in Iran, I was confronted with a dilemma. No matter 
how polite I wanted to be I could not use their term without engaging in 
a category mistake. To state the most obvious example, there were 


virtually no Zionists in Hollywood during the time the Production 
Code/Legion of Decency Battle was being fought, even though that 
town was then and is now controlled by Jews. There was no state of 
Israel during this period of time, and if there was a dominant ideology 
among the world's Jews at the time it was Communism and not Zionism. 


So the proper term for our discussion is Jew. From the creation of 
the Mosaic covenant to the crucifixion of Jesus Christ, the Jews were 
God's chosen people. Jesus Christ was the Jewish Messiah. When Jesus 
Christ, the Logos incarnate, became man, the Jews, who were God's 
chosen people, had to make a choice. They had to either accept Jesus 
Christ as the long-promised Messiah or not. Those who accepted him 
came to be known as Christians; those who rejected him became known 
as Jews. In America we are taught to be polite to members of other 
religions, and this is a good thing, but it is a bad thing if it leads us to 
believe that there is no difference between accepting Jesus Christ as our 
Lord and Savior and rejecting him and calling for his crucifixion. 


When they rejected Christ, the Jews rejected Logos, and when the 
Jews rejected Logos, which included both the social, moral and political 
order of any human society, which God intended for the world, they 
became revolutionaries. That is what they have been ever since the 
crucifixion of Christ, and that is what they will continue to be as long as 
they derive their identity from rejection of Logos. 


As a result those Jews who rejected Christ and became 
revolutionaries, continued to seek a messiah who sets out to set the 
world aright (Tikkun olam is their way of saying this) but always fails, 
whether it's the new economics of Karl Marx or the new science of 
psychiatry as propagated by Sigmund Freud or the counter-culture of 
sex, drugs and rock and roll. None of these things or people have saved 
the world. There is only one savior — Jesus Christ. The world we live in 
is imperfect but it can only be ordered properly through Jesus Christ, the 
Logos; it can't be ordered or saved by people who are in rebellion 
against that order. 


The terms of the revolution have changed over the years, but the 
revolutionary content has remained constant for this group of people. 
Being Jewish, to this group, means being a revolutionary. Some 
revolutions, the Communist and the Civil Rights, they are more 


comfortable in claiming. It is a testament to conscience that there is a 
hesitancy still to claim abortion, the sexual revolution, and, most 
recently, gay marriage, but none of these revolutionary movements 
could have succeeded without Jews playing a leadership role. 
Revolution is the fulfillment of the biblical promise of deliverance from 
bondage for people who have given up on waiting for the Messiah. 


David Horowitz, who went from being a communist to a Zionist, 
traces this attitude among Jews to the cataclysm of faith that followed 
from the apostasy of Shabbetai Zevi, the Jewish false Messiah. On May 
31, 1665, Zevi proclaimed himself the Messiah in Gaza and "swept with 
him the whole community, including its rabbi." After being recognized 
as the Messiah by the rabbis of Europe, Shabbetai Zevi sailed to 
Constantinople to take the crown from the head of the sultan there. 
Before he got to the city, soldiers of the sultan captured him and took 
him to prison in Adrianople, where the sultan gave him a choice: either 
convert to Islam or be put to death. Zevi converted to Islam, and the 
shock wave which spread through European Jewish communities was 
the biggest catastrophe to hit the Jews since the destruction of the temple 
in 70 AD. In the wake of the Shabbetai Zevi incident, many Jews simply 
stopped waiting for a Messiah and began to look for messianic 
substitutes here on earth. In 1879 Baruch Levy wrote to Karl Marx 
announcing that henceforth 


The Jewish people, taken collectively, will be its own messiah. It will attain mastery of the world 
through the union of all the other human races, through the abolition of boundaries and 
monarchies ... through the erection of a universal Republic, in which Jews will everywhere enjoy 
universal rights. 

The two main forms which the messianism which sought heaven on 
earth has taken for the Jews who ceased waiting for the Messiah are 
Zionism and Communism. Horowitz, himself a Jew and a former 
communist, is especially acute in seeing the attraction communism held 
for Jews: 


By carrying the revolution to its conclusion, socialists would usher in a millennium and fulfill 
the messianic prophecies of the pre-Enlightenment religions that modern ideas had discredited. 
Through this revolution, the lost unity of mankind would be restored, social harmony would be 
re-established, paradise regained. It would be a tikkun olam, a repair of the world (The Politics of 
Bad Faith: The Radical Assault on America's Future [1998]). 


As commentators as diverse as Adolf Hitler, Winston Churchill, 
and Hilaire Belloc have noted, the main reason people were concerned 


about Jews during the 1920s is because they saw them, rightly or 
wrongly, as in the forefront of the communist menace which was 
threatening all of Europe at the time. Writing in Outlook, April 1998, 
Mordecai Briemberg notes that "numerous historians ... have been struck 
by the fact that hatred of Jews is almost always coupled with hatred of 
communism." In fact Hitler realized early on that attacks on Jews alone 
reaped no political benefits. The Jews had to be linked to the threat of 
Bolshevism precisely because German Jews had been so successful in 
assimilating. The fact that they were perceived as assimilated Germans 
meant that they would be perceived as a threat only if they could be 
linked with a menacing foreign ideology and a menacing foreign power, 
something like Russian Communism. 


Anti-Semitism during the 1920s in Europe was not directed against 
the existence of the Jews but rather against the behavior of Jews, 
because Jews were widely seen as the driving force behind Bolshevism. 
The following anecdote makes the point as effectively as extensive 
documentation: 


Karl Radek and Grigory Zinoviev ... had come to Germany in 1918 to stoke the fires of 
revolution. Like many other leading Bolsheviks (Sverdlov, Kamenev, and Trotsky, for example), 
both Radek and Zinoviev were Jews, as was the foremost figure of the German Revolution — 
Rosa Luxemburg and the head of the new revolutionary government in Hungary, Bela Kun. And, 
of course, the inspirer of all their revolutionary exertions, Karl Marx himself, had come from a 
long line of famous rabbis in Trier. 


Radek was addressing the crowd. "We have had the Revolution in Russia and the Revolution in 
Hungary, and now the Revolution is erupting in Germany," he roared, "and after that we will 
have the Revolution in France and the Revolution in England and the Revolution in America." 
As Radek worked up his passion, Zinoviev tapped him on the shoulder and whispered, "Karl, 
Karl, there won't be enough Jews to go around." 

Before we proceed, it's worth asking whether the preceding two 
paragraphs are examples of anti-Semitism. Suppose for a moment that 
this anecdote had been found in Pacelli's handwriting "in the locked 
archives of the Vatican"? Would it be considered evidence that Pius XII 
was an anti-Semite? "The notion of Judeo-Bolshevism — the virtually 
axiomatic conviction among Nazis, modern anti-Semites in general, and 
within the Church itself that Jews were the principle bearers and even 
the authors of Bolshevism" — Daniel Jonah Goldhagen's criterion of 
anti-Semitism in his book A Moral Reckoning: The Role of the Church 
in the Holocaust and its Unfulfilled Duty of Repair (2003) — is not 
implicit in this statement, as Goldhagen claims it is in Pacelli's letter; it 


is explicit. Does that make its author an anti-Semite? Yes or no? If so, 
then David Horowitz is an anti-Semite because he not only tells the 
anecdote in his book The Politics of Bad Faith (1998), he goes on to say 
that although the anecdote is "apocryphal" the truth it points to is 
"telling," because "for nearly two hundred years, Jews have played a 
disproportionate role as leaders of the modern revolutionary movements 
in Europe and the West." 


In his book on Jews in Russia and the Soviet Union, entitled The 
Russian Jew Under Tsars and Soviets (1987), Salo Wittmayer Baron 
notes that "a disproportionate number of Jews" joined the hated 
Bolshevik secret police "in subconscious retaliation for the many years 
of suffering at the hands of the Russian police." The animus against 
Jews which communism fostered in Russia and Eastern Europe was 
intensified by the fact that enforcers of the hated regime were, more 
often than not, Jews and, as Leonard Shapiro put it, "anyone who had 
the misfortune to fall into the hands of the Cheka stood a very good 
chance of finding himself confronted with, and possibly shot by, a 
Jewish investigator" (cited by Baron). 


The situation under Bela Kun in Hungary was even worse. Richard 
Pipes notes that "In Hungary, they [the Jews] furnished 95 percent of the 
leading figures in Bela Kun's dictatorship [and were] disproportionately 
represented among the communists in Germany and Austria and in the 
apparatus of the Communist International" (Russia Under the Bolshevik 
Regime [2011]). Tibor Szamuely, one of Kun's Jewish henchmen, 
traveled through Hungary in a special train which 
rumbled through the Hungarian night and where it stopped, men hung from trees, and blood 
flowed in the streets. Along the railway line one often found naked and mutilated corpses. 
Szamuely passed sentences of death in the train and those forced to enter it never related what 
they had seen. Szamuely lived in it constantly; thirty Chinese terrorists watched over his safety; 
special executioners accompanied him. The train was composed of two saloon cars, two first 
class cars reserved for the terrorists and two third class cars reserved for the victims. In the latter 
the executions took place. The floors were stained with blood. The corpses were thrown from the 
windows while Szamuely sat at his dainty little writing table, in the saloon car upholstered in 
pink silk and ornamented with mirrors. A single gesture of his hand dealt out life or death. (C de 
Tormay, Le livre proscrit, [1919]) cited in Poncins, The Secret Powers Behind Revolution 
[1928]). 

Szamuely, like Bela Kun, was known as both a Jew and a 
Bolshevik. His behavior was, as a result, bound to create animus against 


other Jews, whether they were Bolsheviks or not. In many ways, this is 


the real tragedy of the Holocaust. 
The Early Revolts 


Jews became revolutionaries at the foot of the cross, but the full 
implication of their decision didn't become apparent until thirty years 
later, when the Jews rebelled against Rome, and Rome retaliated by 
destroying the Temple. At this point, the Jews had no temple, no 
priesthood and no sacrifice, and as a result they had no way of fulfilling 
their covenant. Seeing which way the battle for Jerusalem was going, a 
rabbi by the name of Jochanan ben Zakkai had himself smuggled out of 
Jerusalem in a shroud, and, after being recognized by Titus as a friend of 
Rome, was granted the privilege of founding a rabbinical school at 
Javne. 


It is at this moment, some thirty years after the founding of the 
Church, that modern Judaism, Judaism as we know it, was born as 
essentially a debating society, because in the absence of a Temple, that 
was all the Jews could do. The results of these interminable debates 
became known as the Talmud, which got written down over the next six 
centuries. The debating did nothing to eradicate the spirit of revolution 
from the Jews. In many ways, it intensified it by teaching the Jews to 
look for a military Messiah. 


The Jews got their military Messiah roughly sixty years after the 
destruction of the Temple, when Simon bar Kokhba rose up against 
Rome in 136 AD. The rabbis in Jerusalem, with one exception, 
recognized bar Kokhba as the Messiah, and as if to prove that racial 
Judaism had become meaningless, the Christian Jews were expelled for 
not recognizing him as the Messiah. It didn't matter whether your 
mother was Jewish. The ultimate determinant of Jewishness had become 
rejection of Christ, and that rejection led inexorably to revolution. 


When the Jewish revolution failed, an anti-Semitic reaction spread 
throughout the Middle East. Hadrian set up extermination camps for the 
men, and so many Jewish women and children were sold into slavery 
that the bottom fell out of the market. When Jewish revolutionaries rose 
up and slaughtered 100,000 Greeks on the island of Crete, the Greeks 
responded by slaying every Jew on the island and passing a law banning 
them from ever setting foot on the island again. Not even shipwrecked 


Jews were allowed onto Crete. Similar reactions to Jewish revolutionary 
behavior happened in Alexandria. Then as now, anti-Semitism was a 
reaction to Jewish behavior, primarily Jewish revolutionary behavior 
and the mayhem it brought about. 


Sicut Judaeis Non 


In any analysis of history, one fact becomes apparent. The Jews are 
different. They have always been different. The Jews began their career 
on this earth as something totally unique. They were God's chosen 
people. When the Jews rejected Christ as their Messiah, their status 
changed radically but it was no less unique. By their rejection of Logos 
they became subverters of the moral order, revolutionaries and a 
pernicious influence whenever they gained control over the culture of 
any Christian country. The Jews' history and continued existence makes 
a mockery of the notion of equality. This is probably why defenders of 
the Enlightenment like Voltaire hated the Jews. In other words, no other 
group of people on the face of this earth is like the Jews. 


As a result of the failed bar Kokhba revolt, Jewish revolutionary 
activity, with the possible exception of Spain under the Goths, went 
dormant for 1,000 years. In order to understand the Catholic response to 
the Jewish revolutionary behavior, we need to examine a period when 
Catholics held political power, not when Germany was in the grip of 
what Pope Benedict has called "a neo-pagan ideology," otherwise 
known as Nazism. The Catholic response to the Jewish problem in 
Medieval Europe is known as Sicut Judaeis non..., a doctrine codified by 
Pope Gregory the Great and reiterated by virtually every pope after him. 
According to "Sicut Judaeis non...," no one has the right to harm Jews or 
disrupt their worship services, but the Jews have, likewise, no right to 
corrupt the faith or morals of Christians or subvert Christian societies. 


Revolution Returns 


For roughly 1,000 years this was the Church's program in dealing 
with the Jews. Then, as the Bible predicted, after the thousand year reign 
of Christ on Earth, the beast was unchained. Revolution arrived in 
Europe 1,000 years after the fall of Rome, in 1410 when Jan Huss was 
excommunicated. As Rabbi Louis Israel Newman points out, in Jewish 
Influence on Christian Reform Movements (1966), Jews were involved 


in every "reform" movement in Europe. The popes called them heresies, 
but they were in reality revolutionary movements. Jews joined forces 
with heretics during the Albigensian crisis, the Hussite revolution, the 
Reformation, and at the birth of modern England. They joined forces 
with revolutionaries during the Enlightenment, the Russian Revolution 
and the Civil Rights movement. We also see the conflict between the 
Church and Judaism working itself out at the birth of the Spanish 
Inquisition, the spread of the Polish empire and the Chmielnicki 
rebellion that began the break-up of that empire. Finally, we see a 
Jewish presence in the rise of the American Empire. 


Shattering the protective shell of orthodoxy in the pale of the 
settlement was like splitting the atom. It released enormous amounts of 
destructive energy as Russian Jews became the driving force behind the 
Revolutionary Movement. To ignore the Jewish contribution to modern 
revolutionary movements is "short-sighted," according to Erich Haberer 
in Jews and Revolution in Nineteenth Century Russia (2004), because it 


prevents us from comprehending the mental processes which drove alienated men and 
existentially troubled individuals like Vittenberg to sanctify socialism and to commit themselves 
to terrorism. For Vittenberg, Jesus Christ was one of the prophets — a Judaic as much as a 
Christian Messiah. For him they merged in a vision of a personal mission to redeem humanity — 
and the utopia of salvation through socialism. 


Socialism was, in other words, a political movement with deep 
roots in secular messianic Jewish thought. As a result Jews began to play 
a major role in socialist and, therefore, revolutionary and terrorist 
activity in Russia at around the middle of the 19th century. "Jews," 
according to Haberer, "were indeed attracted to revolutionary activity — 
and terror in particular — due to specific Jewish circumstances." As 
Haberer puts it: 


The revolutionary movement in Russia attracted large number of Jews from predominantly 
Jewish areas because of the philosophical and political and religious reasons we have already 
mentioned, but they became prominent in the movement primarily because of their skills. 
Because they lived in the Pale of the Settlement on the western border of the Russian empire, 
Jews had close contact with Jews in the easternmost parts of both Prussia, including cities like 
Berlin, and the Austro-Hungarian empire. They were as a result already involved in the exchange 
of information and goods, often by way of smuggling, and as a result adept at running printing 
presses and forging passports and other essential documents. 


The Jews Invent Terrorism 


Jews were not only more proficient with the new technologies than 


the average Russian revolutionary, they were also more willing to 
support terrorism than Gentile revolutionaries. At one of their 
congresses, as Haberer explains: 


disagreements over terrorism caused a split between Jewish and Gentile delegates, with the latter 
opposing terrorism as injurious to the cause of socialist propaganda, and the former arguing for 
"the systematic and uninterrupted repetition of terrorist acts" as the only means to destroy 
czarism. Orzhikh and Shternberg were the most outspoken exponents of this position, which 
rested on the revolutionary Jews' general commitment to political rather than socialist objectives. 
In his history of the Jews in Russia, Dvesti let vmeste (2002), which 
is still unavailable in English, Alexander Solzhenitsyn claims that the 
Jews dominated all of the revolutionary parties in Russia. There were 
more Jews among the Mensheviks and the Social Democrats than there 
were among the Bolsheviks. He also claims that once the Reds 
triumphed in the civil war following the revolution of 1917, Jews 
flooded into Moscow and Leningrad, where they formed the backbone 
of the new communist regime. The result was the rise of anti-Semitism 
in the Soviet Union. If a Russian was arrested by the Cheka he was most 
probably going to be interrogated, tortured or executed by a Jew. 


The Russian Revolution of 1917 was bad enough, but it had 
nowhere near the psychological effect on public opinion that its 
daughter revolutions — the short-lived soviet republics of Bavaria and 
Hungary — had on the populations of Eastern Europe. Bela Kun did for 
the Jews in Hungary what Kurt Eisner did for the Jews of Germany; 
both men created a huge wave of anti-Semitism in their respective 
countries. 


The same was true of Austria, where the dramatist Arthur 
Schnitzler in his diary described the revolutionaries as "a mixture of 
literary Jewboys, plundering rabble, and idiots." The revolution in 
Hungary made headlines around the world. The net result was a rise in 
anti-Semitism, and not just in Hungary. In his book on the holocaust in 
Hungary, The Politics of Genocide (1981), Randolph Braham claimed 
that the "chiliastic passions" that promoted world revolution led 
inexorably to counter-revolution, and that the short but brutal 
communist regime left behind a bitter legacy which had devastating 
consequences for Hungarian Jews. 


The Catholic Church in general and the Jesuits in particular were 
the main opponents of the revolutionary movement in Europe in the 


period leading up to and following World War I. As such, the Catholics 
were prominent — at this point in time, at least — in pointing out the 
large Jewish participation in the revolutionary movement. In an article 
which appeared in the October 21, 1922 issue of the officially 
recognized Vatican journal La Civilta Cattolica entitled "La rivoluzione 
mondia e gli ebrei," (World Revolution and the Jews), communism was 
described as "the perversion of a Semitic fantasy" emanating "from the 
Jewish race." In his 1926 book Judentum und Christentum, Fr. Erich 
Pryzwara, SJ, used quotations from Martin Buber and other Jewish 
thinkers to trace socialism back to its roots in Jewish messianism, 
forcing him to the melancholy conclusion that the Jew "is driven to 
become the tireless revolutionary of the Christian world by an inner 
necessity." In the final analysis, the Jew is "driven to his tireless 
activism by his deepest religious convictions. He is truly the restless 
Ahasver." 


In similar fashion, the Polish bishops traced the Bolshevik fury that 
had been unleashed on Eastern Europe in the wake of World War I back 
to the "traditional hatred" which Jews had always felt for Christendom. 
During Poland's war with the nascent Soviet Union in 1920, the Polish 
bishops released a pastoral letter in which they announced that "the true 
goal of Bolshevism is world conquest. The race which has the leadership 
of Bolshevism in its hands ... is bent on the subjugation of the nations ... 
especially, because those who are the leaders of Bolshevism have the 
traditional hatred toward Christendom in their blood. Bolshevism is in 
reality the embodiment and incarnation of the Antichrist on earth." Like 
the Communist Parties in Germany and Hungary, the Communist Party 
in Poland was overwhelmingly Jewish. Sixty-five percent of the 
communists in Warsaw were Jews. In the 1920s, the percentage was 
even higher, which again fueled anti-Semitism. 


The Case of Cardinal Hlond 


One of the classic instances which we are given of "modern" anti- 
Semitism is the pastoral letter on morals which was issued by Augustine 
Cardinal Hlond, the primate of Poland, on February 29, 1936. The part 
beginning "It is true that Jews ... have a corruptive influence on morals, 
and that their publishing houses are spreading pornography ..." is 
invariably quoted as proof of Hlond's anti-Semitism, but no mention is 


made of what follows. Hlond's pastoral letter is a classic instance of the 
two-part teaching on the Jews that goes by the name of "Sicut Judaeis 


W 


non," something which becomes apparent when we read the full 
statement in context: 


So long as Jews remain Jews, a Jewish problem exists and will continue to exist. This question 
varies in intensity and degree from country to country. It is especially difficult in our country, 
and ought to be the object of serious consideration. I shall touch briefly here on its moral aspects 
in connection with the situation today. 


It is a fact that Jews are waging war against the Catholic Church, that they are steeped in free- 
thinking and constitute the vanguard of atheism, the Bolshevik movement, and revolutionary 
activity. It is a fact that Jews have a corruptive influence on morals, and that their publishing 
houses are spreading pornography. It is true that Jews are perpetrating fraud, practicing usury, 
and dealing in prostitution. It is true that, from a religious and ethical point of view, Jewish youth 
are having a negative influence on the Catholic youth in our schools. But let us be fair. Not all 
Jews are this way. There are very many Jews who are believers, honest, just, kind, and 
philanthropic. There is a healthy, edifying sense of family in very many Jewish homes. We know 
Jews who are ethically outstanding, noble, and upright. 


I warn against that moral stance, imported from abroad [he is clearly thinking of Germany] that 
is basically and ruthlessly anti-Jewish. It is contrary to Catholic ethics. One may love one's own 
nation more, but one may not hate anyone. Not even Jews. It is good to prefer your own kind 
when shopping, to avoid Jewish stores and Jewish stalls in the marketplace, but it is forbidden to 
demolish a Jewish store, damage their merchandise, break windows, or throw things at their 
homes. One should stay away from the harmful moral influence of Jews, keep away from their 
anti-Christian culture, and especially boycott the Jewish press and demoralizing Jewish 
publications. But it is forbidden to assault, beat up, maim, or slander Jews. One should honor 
Jews as human beings and neighbors, even though we do not honor the indescribable tragedy of 
that nation, which was the guardian of the idea of the Messiah and from which was born the 
Savior. When divine mercy enlightens a Jew to sincerely accept his and our Messiah, let us greet 
him into our Christian ranks with joy. 


Beware of those who are inciting anti-Jewish violence. They are serving a bad cause. Do you 
know who is giving the orders? Do you know who is intent on these riots? No good comes from 
these rash actions. And it is Polish blood that is sometimes being shed at them. 

Cardinal Hlond was not expressing racial hatred here; he was 
warning his Polish flock about the dangers of Bolshevism, which, as all 
of Europe had learned during the 1920s, was an essentially Jewish 
movement. Cardinal Hlond was opposing Jewish revolutionary activity 
on the one hand, but he was also opposing the inordinate reaction to 
Jewish revolutionary activity that was known as Nazism and had taken 
over Germany at that time. The Church was consistent in its opposition 
to revolution on the one hand, and in defending the Jews against genuine 
persecution on the other. Both parts of this teaching are necessary. If 
either one is ignored, trouble follows. 


This, of course, is precisely what happened in the wake of the 
Second Vatican Council. As we shall see, the Church adopted the Jewish 
reading of Nostra Aetate, the Vatican II Declaration on the Relation of 
the Church to Non-Christian Religions, which meant that it was cut off 
from its foundational documents, which were now disparaged as "the 
teaching of contempt." Then, in 2005, the most philo-Semitic pope of 
modern memory died and was succeeded by Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, 
the Bavarian in charge of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. 


CHAPTER TWO 


The Jews Arrive in America and Create Hollywood 


The Early Days 


Anti-Iranian Hollywood propaganda films like Argo (2012) and 
Rosewater (2014) played a crucial role in poisoning the political 
atmosphere in the United States against the Obama administration, 
which is now fighting an uphill battle to get its nuclear deal approved by 
Congress. How did we get to a point where the Jewish media are more 
powerful than the most powerful man on earth? The story began in the 
1880s, when roughly two million Jews left Russia and emigrated to the 
United States following the assassination of Tsar Alexander II on May 
13, 1881. No other group of immigrants would have a comparable 
impact on American culture. When the Jews began to arrive, America 
was Protestant. By the end of the 20th century America had become 
Jewish, even if Jews made up less than two percent of the total 
population of the United States. 


By the 1920s, America's Protestant majority realized that the Jews 
had brought along with them the bad habits that had caused conflict in 
Russia. As in Russia, Jewish involvement in alcohol production was a 
big issue. Henry Ford articulated nativist Protestant concerns in his four 
volume set of pamphlets The International Jew (1920-1922), blaming 
Jews for making "nigger gin," cheap and often toxic liquor whose 
"labels bore lascivious suggestions and were decorated with highly 
indecent portraiture of white women," which "spurred certain Negroes 
on to ... nameless crime." 


Ford also faulted the Jews for the corruption of morals that was 
fostered by the nascent motion picture industry. The Jews had stolen 
Thomas Edison's invention of the movie projector and were using it to 
corrupt the morals of the American people. In his book Bookleggers and 


Smuthounds: the Trade in Erotica, 1920-1940 (1999), University of 
Pennsylvania professor Jay Gertzmann corroborates Ford's claim when 
he writes: 


The ethnic flavor of erotica distribution still exists, although, except for extreme right-wing hate 
groups, critics of sexual explicitness do not exploit it. The main distributors of erotica are 
Jewish. 

In The International Jew, Henry Ford complained about the 
takeover of Broadway theater. But the Jews, he continued, never had "to 
drive the Gentiles out of" the film industry, "because the Gentiles never 
had a chance to get in it." In 1924, Ford claimed that "the motion picture 
influence of the United States, of the whole world, is exclusively under 
the control, moral and financial, of the Jewish manipulation of the public 
mind." 


Echoing Ford's concerns, many legislatures in the 1920s threatened 
to implement government censorship of the movies. The Hays 
commission tried and failed. 


In 1929, Hollywood went deeply into debt to finance its transition 
to talking pictures. After the stock market crash, the studios were 
pressed to cut costs and simultaneously increase their box office receipts 
when ticket sales were dropping and normal sources of money had dried 
up as a result. 


In order to service their debt at a time of decreasing income, 
Hollywood turned increasingly to sex and obscenity as an inexpensive 
way to get people into the theaters, producing films featuring the 
suggestive Mae West, but in doing this they incurred the ire of the 
Catholic Church, which was to assume the role of censor that the 
Protestant denominations no longer wanted. 


In August 1933, Joseph I. Breen, a public relations executive who 
had established contacts with American bishops during the Eucharistic 
Congress of 1924, invited A. H. Giannini, the Catholic banker who 
headed Bank of America, Hollywood's most significant source of credit, 
to a meeting with motion picture producers. During that meeting, 
Gianinni informed Hollywood producers he would no longer fund films 
"prostituting the youth of America." One year later, Dennis Cardinal 
Dougherty of Philadelphia announced a boycott of that city's movie 
theaters, most of which were owned by Warner Brothers. 


As a result of the Philadelphia boycott, Warner Brothers was losing 
$175,000 a week at the height of the Depression. At a meeting of 
Hollywood moguls called to discuss the Philadelphia boycott, the 
normally pugnacious Harry Warner was 


standing at the top of the table shedding tears the size of horse turds and pleading for someone to 
get him off the hook. And well he should, for you could fire a cannon down the center aisle of 
any theater in Philadelphia without danger of hitting anyone! And there was Barney Balaban (of 
Paramount Theaters), watching him in terror wondering if he was going to be next in Chicago. 

Joseph Breen, the man who described Harry Warner's plight and 
ran the Production Code office for the next 20 years, was a Catholic 
with no illusions about the Hollywood elite: 


They are simply a rotten bunch of vile people with no respect for anything beyond the making of 
money... Here [in Hollywood] we have Paganism rampant and its most virulent form. 
Drunkenness and debauchery are commonplace. Sexual perversion is rampant ... any number of 
our directors and stars are perverts... The Jews seem to think of nothing but moneymaking and 
sexual indulgence. The vilest kind of sin is a common indulgence hereabouts and the men and 
women who engage in this sort of business are the men and women who decide what the film 
fare of the nation is to be. They and they alone make the decision. Ninety-five percent of these 
folks are Jews of an Eastern European lineage. They are probably the scum of the earth. 


The Production Code 


The outcry against Hollywood's subversion of morals was so great 
that federal, state and local legislation was proposed as an antidote. To 
head off this legislation, the Jews who ran Hollywood in 1934 entered 
into a voluntary agreement known as the Production Code, with the 
Legion of Decency and its threat of boycotts if Hollywood reneged as 
the enforcer. 


Henry Ford admired Catholic resistance to Jewish Hollywood, even 
before the imposition of the code. Unlike Protestant clergymen, who 
were regularly ridiculed in Hollywood films, "The Catholic clergy very 
soon made themselves felt in opposition to this abuse of their priestly 
dignity, and as a result of their vigorous resentment, the Jew climbed 
down." 


Ford felt that the movies were the rehearsal for revolution in 
America. The Jews were using the screen as part of their "traditional 
campaign of subversion." The movie screen also served "as a rehearsal 
stage for scenes of anti-social menace... Successful revolution must have 
a rehearsal. It can be done better in the motion picture than anywhere 
else: this is the 'visual education’ such as even the lowest brow can 


understand." 


The Hollywood Production Code for a period of over thirty years 
insured that people like Joe Breen kept nudity, blasphemy, obscenity, 
and foul language out of Hollywood films. No theater would show 
unapproved films, and no film got approved without the tacit approval 
of Catholics like Joseph Breen. 


The revolution arrived in 1965, when Hollywood used a Holocaust 
film entitled The Pawnbroker to break the Production Code. At the 
crucial moment when the revolution broke out, the Catholic bishops lost 
their nerve on a number of fronts. Following Griswold v. Connecticut, 
the Supreme Court decision legalizing the sale of contraceptives, the 
Catholic bishops stopped contesting birth control in the public sphere at 
around the same time they stopped contesting Hollywood use of nudity 
and obscenity as weapons in the Culture Wars. 


They did this largely because of their misunderstanding of the 
Decree on Religious Liberty, Dignitatis Humanae, one of the key 
documents of the Second Vatican Council, which ended in the annus 
mirabilis of 1965 as well. Relying on John Courtney Murray's notes to 
the Abbott edition of the council's documents, the Catholic bishops 
accepted the Americanist understanding of the separation of church and 
state, relegating the Catholic Church to the status of one sect among 
many. 


CHAPTER THREE 


Abortion and the Jews 


The Influence of Bernard Nathanson 


In 1967, Jewish gynecologist Bernard Nathanson was invited to a 
dinner party at which the ostensible topic was James Joyce. During that 
dinner party, Nathanson met another revolutionary Jew by the name of 
Lawrence Lader. Lader had been a protégé and, some hinted, lover of 
Margaret Sanger, the recently deceased diva of the American eugenics 
movement. Lader talked about Joyce, but Nathanson was soon 
fascinated to learn Lader had just written a book on abortion, a topic 
even more fascinating to Nathanson than novels by Irish apostates. 


Nathanson defines Lader politically rather than ethnically. Lader 
became involved in radical politics in New York when he went to work 
for Representative Vito Marcantonio, a man who was rumored to have 
ties with the Communist Party, which was largely made up of New York 
Jews. Lader divorced his wife and became a freelance writer (a vocation 
financed by the money he inherited from his father) and became an 
agitator for the sexual politics of Margaret Sanger shortly after his return 
from World War II. From the moment he met Lader, Nathanson saw 
him as "brewing up a revolution" and as a result he felt "a growing sense 
of excitement" (Bernard N. Nathanson, Aborting America [1979]). 


Nathanson felt that he came by his own revolutionary fervor 
naturally — he hints at some "Mendelian mechanism" — because he 
was a Jew. Revolution, according to Nathanson, was another word for 
"chutzpah": "I come by my rebelliousness honestly. As a physician, I 
doubt that this is a quality passed on by any recognized Mendelian 
mechanism. But my father had it in abundance, except that in his 
generation and in the community in which he was brought up they called 
it chutzpah." 


Because Nathanson feels "any author on abortion must submit to 
religious dissection" he tells of his schooling in New York City. He went 
to a "fine private school with virtually 100 percent Jewish students" and 
he attended Hebrew School, where he developed an aversion to the 
Talmud. 


Religious instruction in that era meant endless slogging through 
turgid passages of Hebrew Scripture, mindless memorization of Hebrew 
prayers for numerous occasions and sanctimonious lectures about the 
chosenness of the Jewish race. Preoccupation with Zionism and 
fundraising left little energy for instruction in Hebrew or any demeaning 
excursions into the arcane regions of faith. 


Nathanson's experience in Hebrew School confirmed him in his 
aversion to the Talmud as a compendium of meaningless opinions which 
the rabbis enforced on Jews to maintain their control over them. In this 
he was not unlike the revolutionary Jews in Russia during its Maskilic 
period from 1860-1880, when the German Enlightenment destroyed the 
Jews' allegiance to the Talmud and created the vacuum which was filled 
by Jewish conversion to messianic revolutionary politics. 


Once religion had been discredited in Nathanson's eyes, he had no 
guide in life other than his own passions. While in medical school, 
Nathanson had an affair, which led to a pregnancy, which he paid to 
have aborted. The mother of his child informed Nathanson afterward 
that "she had haggled down his price to $350 before the procedure." She 
handed him "the remaining $150" and disappeared from his life. The 
experience of procuring the abortion of his own child coarsened 
Nathanson, causing him to become cynical about what other people 
considered sacred — "Marriage seemed ludicrous now" — propelling 
him further along the road to revolutionary politics. 


Nathanson arrived at the revolution via sexuality, but also via the 
gynecological profession, which he felt predestined to adopt because of 
the influence of his gynecologist father. Gynecology plus revolutionary 
fervor in New York in the '60s meant abortion. After having murdered 
his own child, Nathanson was more disposed to act on his own "natural" 
Jewish inclination to revolution. He was also more likely to act on the 
promptings of other Jewish revolutionaries. Nathanson became a 
crusader for abortion at the time Wilhelm Reich's face and ideas made 


the cover of the New York Times magazine. Before long any ob/gyn who 
refused to admit involvement in abortion was part of a "loathsome little 
charade." Anger begat a desire to change the laws to conform to his 
behavior: 


I suppose that in fury at my own impotence to aid my patients and particularly in anger at the 
egregious inequity in the availability of abortions, the germination of an idea began: the need to 
change the laws. There seemed no time for the luxury of contemplating the theoretical morality 
of abortion or the soundness of freedom of choice. Something simply had to be done. 


Abortion and Revolution 


Because Nathanson considered abortion a revolutionary act and 
because he considered himself a revolutionary because of the fact that he 
was Jewish, he became, in his own words, "an enlistee in the 
Revolution." In this, Nathanson was influenced by the Jew from 
Hibbing, Minnesota, Bob Dylan, who had procured an abortion a few 
years earlier. He even makes use of lyrics from a Bob Dylan song at one 
point — "the times they were a changin" — in describing 1967 as the 
revolutionary annus mirabilis in which he joined with Lader to work for 
the "total abolition of abortion restrictions." 


I was as enthusiastic and as cooperative a confederate as one could wish for in a revolutionary 
movement as profound as this one. Larry and I and others were to devote hundreds of hours of 
our free time to the cause in the coming years. I was almost yearning to be radicalized in a cause. 
This was 1967. The country was being racked by the Vietnam convulsion and challenges to 
authority seemed the order of the day, particularly in the intellectual breeding-grounds of the 
Northeast. Though I was forty, I believe that I secretly longed to be a part of the youth 
movement that was sweeping the country, demanding justice, pledging change, exalting "love." 
So my indignation, my rebellious nature, and an undeniable urge to "join the kids," combined to 
move me into the public arena. 

The abortion movement was part of the sexual revolution. The 
abortion revolution was, nonetheless, unique. It coincided with the rise 
to cultural prominence of American Jewry in the wake of their breaking 
of the Hollywood Production Code and the Arab-Israeli Six-Day War, 
when it became the opinion of the WASP State Department elite that 
Israel was a Strategic asset in America's quest to secure oil in the Mid- 
East. The abortion movement took on the same configuration as the 
revolution in Europe when Philip II contested Elizabeth over religious 
hegemony during the counter-reformation. Like Elizabeth's campaign to 
drive the Spaniards from Holland, the campaign to overturn abortion 
laws in New York State was largely an alliance of Protestants and Jews 
at war with the Catholics. 


The list of groups attending a June 1970 meeting of the National 
Association for the Repeal of Abortion Laws (later, the National 
Abortion Rights Actions League) bears this out. NARAL always worked 
toward "enlisting the Protestant and Jewish clergy" to provide a moral 
counterforce to Catholics (Bernard Nathanson, The Abortion Papers 
[1983]). 


Karl Marx claimed the revolution would be run by the vanguard of 
the Proletariat, which he associated with the Communist Party. But 
former communists like David Horowitz felt Marx's real "vanguard" was 
the Jews, who had been involved in every revolutionary movement since 
the fall of the Temple (David Horowitz, The Politics of Bad Faith 
[1998]). Although Protestants were involved, Jews were the vanguard in 
the abortion movement as they were the vanguard of Bolshevism in 
Russia and of pornography in the United States. The movement to 
overturn abortion laws in New York was an essentially Jewish 
movement that saw itself as a revolutionary force against the darkness of 
Christianity in general and the Catholic Church in particular. The 
movement was certainly not exclusively Jewish, but it could not have 
survived or succeeded without Jewish leadership. The abortion rights 
movement was a quintessentially Jewish revolutionary movement that 
mobilized the coalition of Jews and Judaizing Protestants that America 
inherited from the English anti-Catholic wars of the 16th century. 


Attacking the Catholics 


The ethnic configuration of the abortion movement wasn't 
coincidental. The ethnically ambiguous Lader was to Lenin what 
Nathanson was to Trotsky. Together they carried out a crusade against 
Catholics. Shortly after meeting Nathanson, Lader explained his strategy 
of legalizing abortion by attacking Catholics. The pro-abortion forces 
had to "bring the Catholic hierarchy out where we can fight them. That's 
the real enemy. The biggest single obstacle to peace and decency 
throughout all of history" (Aborting America). Nathanson, then no friend 
of the Church, was taken aback by the vehemence and cosmic scope of 
Lader's attack. Lader 


held forth on that theme through most of the drive home. It was a comprehensive and chilling 
indictment of the poisonous influence of Catholicism in secular affairs from its inception until 
the day before yesterday. I was far from an admirer of the Church's role in the world chronicle, 
but his insistent, uncompromising recitation brought to mind the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. 


It passed through my mind that if one had substituted "Jewish" for "Catholic," it would have 
been the most vicious anti-Semitic tirade imaginable. 

Lader knew "every revolution has to have its villain." Historically, 
those villains were Catholic, except in Russia, where the Czar was 
orthodox, the head of an officially Christian country. "It doesn't really 
matter whether it's a king, a dictator, or a czar, but it has to be someone, 
a person, to rebel against. It's easier for the people we want to persuade 
to perceive it this way." In America, Lader told Nathanson, the villain 
would not be Catholics, who could be divided along liberal and 
conservative lines, but the Catholic hierarchy, which was a "small 
enough group to come down on and anonymous enough so that no 
names ever have to be mentioned, but everybody will have a fairly good 
idea whom we are talking about." The strategy shocked Nathanson 
initially, but it soon made good sense when Nathanson remembered, 
"That was how Trotsky and his followers habitually referred to the 
Stalinists.". When Lader brought Betty Friedan into NARAL, she 
brought with her the communist tactics she had learned from her 
youthful work with the party. Making it seem that women, irrespective 
of ethnicity, supported abortion was a "brilliant tactic" that corresponded 
to the "Popular Front" three decades earlier and showed the abortion 
movement's revolutionary pedigree. 


The new popular front included Protestants and Jews, with women 
as props in televised demonstrations, attacking doctors and hospitals 
targeted because they were Catholic. One early victim was the Catholic 
ob/gyn Hugh Barber. Nathanson chose him to target because he "was a 
practicing Catholic who had stood adamantly against the widening 
psychiatric indications for action in his department." According to 
Nathanson, "there has been ... no social change in American history as 
sweeping, as potent in American family life, or as heavily dependent 
upon an anti-religious bias for its success as the abortion movement" 
(The Abortion Papers). 


By the late '70s, when Nathanson wrote Aborting America, he was 
"heartily ashamed of the use of the anti-Catholic ploy." Nathanson 
implicated the Jews in this "anti-Catholic ploy" by calling it a "Shandeh 
fah yidden" ("scandal for the Jews"). As if admitting the ethnic nature of 
the struggle, Nathanson converted to Catholicism a few years after 
converting to the pro-life position. The use of anti-Catholic bigotry to 


promote abortion was more than "a reincarnation of McCarthyism at its 
worst," it was "a keenly focused weapon, full of purpose and design." 


Lader divided Catholics into liberal and conservative factions and 
then used the former to control and discredit the latter. The "'modern' 
Kennedy Catholics," who "were already using contraception,” could be 
browbeaten into a public "pro-choice" position without much effort. 
Then "The stage was set ... for the use of anti-Catholicism as a political 
instrument and for the manipulation of Catholics themselves by splitting 
them and setting them against each other." NARAL would supply the 
press with "fictitious polls and surveys designed to make it appear as if 
American Catholics were deserting the teachings of the Church and the 
dictates of their consciences in droves." 


The main public relations weapon, however, was "identifying every 
anti-abortion figure according to his or her religious affiliation (usually 
Catholic)" while "studiously" refraining from any ethnic or religious 
identification of those who were pro-abortion. "Lader's own religious 
beliefs" were "never discussed or mentioned," but he identified Malcolm 
Wilson, the lieutenant governor of New York State in 1970 as "a 
Catholic strongly opposed to abortion." "Neither I nor Assemblyman 
Albert Blumenthal," Nathanson continued, "was ever identified as a Jew, 
nor was Governor Nelson Rockefeller ever recognized as a Protestant," 
even though the abortion movement was disproportionately Jewish and 
"from the very beginning of the abortion revolution the Catholic Church 
and its spokesmen took a considerable role in the opposition." 


Given the media's liberal bias, "it was easy to portray the church as 
an insensitive, authoritarian war-monger, and association with it or any 
of its causes as unendurably reactionary, fascistic, and ignorant." 
Nathanson thinks Catholics should have pointed out the religious bigotry 
at the heart of this double standard; they also should have explained that 
the pro-abortion side was overwhelmingly Jewish, and, therefore, un- 
American because: 


In the public mind Protestant America is America, and had Protestant opposition been organized 
and vociferous early on, permissive abortion might have been perceived as somehow anti- 
American, the spawn of a cadre of wild-eyed Jewish radicals in New York City. 

Instead, there was no Catholic response to the "blatantly anti- 
Catholic campaign." Catholics concentrated on explaining how the fetus 


was a human being, as if the other side were ignorant of this fact. "There 
was no Catholic equivalent of the Anti-Defamation League of the B'nai 
B'rith or the NAACP." The Catholic Church "confined itself decently 
(though as it turned out, disastrously) to the issue of abortion." By not 
identifying their ethnic opponents, Catholics lost the war. 


The media had no qualms in this regard and were willing to engage 
in a flagrant violation of the rules identifying crime by race which they 
had just established. The "mega-press" (Nathanson's term) collaborated 
because they were controlled by pro-abortion Jews and Protestants, who 
encouraged liberal Catholics like the New York Times' Anna Quindlen, 
eager to make it in a competitive profession. "The media," says 
Nathanson, 


discreetly ignored the carefully crafted bigotry we were peddling. Many media people were 
young college-educated liberal Catholics, just the kind we had succeeded in splitting off from the 
faithful flock, and they were not about to disgrace their newly-won spurs as intelligentsia by 
embarrassing the liberals with anything as crass as an accusation of prejudice. Prejudice was 
something evil directed at Jews and blacks, not Catholics. But had our fulminations been anti- 
Semitic or anti-black there would have been the most powerful keening in the media — strong 
enough to have destroyed NARAL. 

The NARAL strategy was based on chutzpah. "For sheer chutzpah 
it had no modern parallel." Nathanson calls the "Robert Byrn affair" the 
"most nakedly bigoted, fecklessly anti-Catholic campaign NARAL ever 
mounted." Byrn, a Fordham University law professor characterized by 
the New York Times as "a forty-year-old Roman Catholic bachelor," 
went before Justice Lester Holtzman to have himself declared the legal 
guardian of unborn children threatened with abortion. True to the ethnic 
double standard, the New York Times "did not characterize Justice 
Holtzman as a married Jew." When Byrn sued for an injunction against 
abortions in New York's municipal hospitals, Attorney General Louis 
Lefkowitz vowed to fight Byrn, but nothing was said about Lefkowitz's 
ethnic/religious status. When Nancy Stearns, a lawyer for the Center for 
Constitutional Rights tried to have Byrn put up $40,000 bond for each 
woman forced to have a child, New York Times correspondent Jane 
Brody, whose ethnic identity remained shrouded in mystery, "failed to 
describe Stearns as a single Jewess." Because the Times is the national 
paper of record, this double standard got repeated across the country. In 
Philadelphia, the Philadelphia Inquirer repeatedly referred to anti- 
abortion crusader Martin Mullen as an "arch-conservative’ Roman 


Catholic, but never referred to Governor Milton Shapp, Mullen's 
opponent in Pennsylvania's abortion wars, as a pro-abortion Jew. 
Nathanson notes that Canada's Henry Morgenthaler used his stay in one 
of Hitler's concentration camps to justify his role as Canada's leading 
abortion provider. Morgenthaler's clinics violated Canadian law and yet 
"Morgenthaler ... is adored by the Canadian mega-press" even though he 
"is quite as devoted to malignant anti-Catholicism as our American 
exorcist, Lawrence Lader." 


In 1967, at around the same time that Bernard Nathanson met 
Lawrence Lader and NARAL was born, abortion became legal in 
California. Governor Ronald Reagan (who later had a change of heart on 
the abortion issue) signed the nation's first abortion bill into law, but the 
law was written by Anthony Beilenson, the Jewish representative from 
Beverly Hills. The ethnic dimensions of the abortion battle were, if 
anything, even more extreme in California than they were in New York. 
As in New York, the battle over abortion broke down clearly along 
ethnic lines. As in New York, Jews generally promoted abortion, and 
Catholics generally opposed it. From the moment that abortion was 
legalized in 1967, the abortion battle in California was largely a battle 
between Catholics and Jews, in much the same way that Catholics and 
Jews had battled each other over obscenity in the California movie 
industry thirty years earlier. 


As noted briefly earlier, Bernard Nathanson's story progressed with 
his conversion in 1996 to the Catholic Church and his subsequent pro- 
life activism, recounted by him in The Hand of God: A Journey from 
Death to Life by the Abortion Doctor Who Changed His Mind (1996). It 
comes as no surprise to note what Nathanson discovered when he 
switched sides in the abortion wars. The New York Times cited him 
repeatedly when he was the leading advocate for legalization of abortion 
laws, but when he changed his mind and went to Washington to testify 
in favor of the Human Life Bill in June 1981, he found that he had 
ceased to exist as a public person. The Times wouldn't even admit that 
he was there to testify, much less report on what he had to say. 


Once again abortion points us in the direction of the great double 
standard of ethnic life in America. Ever since abortion became a public 
issue in the late '60s, it has been considered fair comment to claim that 


the only reason anyone is pro-life is because he is Catholic. The 
implication — sometimes stated explicitly, sometimes implied — is that 
Catholics want to impose their views on the rest of the country. The 
ethnic converse of that statement is what no one is allowed to say, 
namely, that Jews, who are overwhelmingly pro-abortion, did in fact 
impose their view on the rest of the country by first overturning anti- 
abortion laws in New York and California. Anyone can claim that the 
pro-life movement is a threat to religious freedom orchestrated by 
Catholics. However, anyone who says that abortion is the result of 
Jewish activism and is kept in place by largely Jewish support can be 
safely (although falsely) denominated anti-Semitic, according to the 
essentially Talmudic standards of public discourse. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


Jews and the Arts 


Art and Mammon 


The university is a Catholic creation of the Catholic Middle Ages, 
and so it should not come as a surprise that Jews have all of the 
difficulties which come with functioning in an alien environment when 
they are admitted to universities. For over six hundred years, from 
roughly the beginning of the 13th to the middle of the 19th century, 
Catholics were involved in the creation and preservation of the 
university as a place where one engaged in the disinterested pursuit of 
the truth. This was also the place and period of time during which 
representational art reached its culmination as well. The link between 
these phenomena — art and the university as manifestations of the 
Logos which finds its embodiment in Christ and its cultural expression 
in Catholicism — is no coincidence. Conversely, the Jewish subversion 
of academe is similar to the Jewish subversion of the art world, 
something which occurred during the same period of time and, as Israel 
Shamir points out in a brilliant article "A Study of Art," in his book, 
Caballa of Power (2008), for the same reasons. 


Modern art is controlled by Jews. Shamir is sensitive to the 
sensibilities this claim offends — "Does it matter that they are Jewish?’ 
asks the annoyed reader" — but the facts speak for themselves: 


The Jewish influence in modern art is well attested. By 1973, some estimated that 75-80 percent 
of the 2500 core "art market" personnel of the United States — art dealers, art curators, art 
critics, and art collectors — were Jewish. In 2001, according to ARTnews, at least eight of the 
"Top Ten" US art collectors were Jewish: Debbie and Leon Black, Edythe and Eli Broad, Doris 
and Donald Fisher, Ronnie and Samuel Heyman, Marie-Josee and Henry R. Kravits, Evelyn and 
Leonard Lauder, Jo Carole and Ronald S. Lauder, and Stephen Wynn. 


"Today," wrote Gerald Krefetz in 1982, "Jews enjoy every phase of the art world: as artists, 
dealers, collectors, critics, curators, consultants, and patrons. In fact the contemporary art scene 
has a strong Jewish flavour. In some circles, the wheelers and dealers are referred to as the 
Jewish Mafia since they command power, prestige, and most of all money." 


In 1996 Jewish art historian Eunice Lipton explained that she went into a career as an art 
historian in order to be in a field dominated by Jews: "I wanted to be where the Jews were, that 
is, I wanted a profession that would allow me tacitly to acknowledge my Jewishness through the 
company that I kept." The field of art history was filled with Jews. At the Metropolitan Museum 
of Art in New York, Arthur Ochs Sulzberger (former publisher of the New York Times) 
eventually became its chairman. He oversaw an institution in which Jews, said George 
Goodman, "have enriched every area of the Museum's collections ..." 


By the 1980s, four of the ten board members that dole out the MacArthur Foundation "genius 
awards" were also Jewish; two Jews also sat on the board of the Russell Sage Foundation. The 
Kaplan Fund also has had an important impact on the art community in divvying out awards. 
One of J. M. Kaplan's daughters was the Chairman of the New York State Arts Council. Joan 
Kaplan Davidson was appointed as chairman of the $34 million New York State Arts Council in 
1975 despite the fact that she was "not professionally trained in the arts." The Getty Museum ... 
has consistently had Jews at the economic helm ... [former chairman] Harold Williams ... was 
"raised in a Labor Zionist home in East Los Angeles." The new president of the J. Paul Getty 
trust is another Jewish administrator, Barry Munitz... 

After a summary that covers the whole spectrum of modern art, 
Shamir concludes nonetheless that, "The fact that Jews are so 
dominating in the art world is very rarely publicly acknowledged. It is 
forbidden — for anyone, anywhere — to discuss the subject for fear of 


being branded 'anti-Semitic."" 


The art world is dominated by Jews, not because they are good at 
producing art, but rather because during the course of the 20th century, 
Jewish ascendancy rose in America and American ascendancy rose in 
the world and the art world as well. As a result: "The artist as creator of 
art disappeared and gave place to the museum curator, the collection 
owner. It is he who decides what sort of junk will be displayed, whose 
name will be written under the photo of tinned soup or a dead rat." 


Shamir is basing his verdict in this instance on a visit to the 
Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao, a Jewish creation (both the architect 
Frank Gehry and the funders, the Guggenheim family, were Jews) which 
is filled with junk and, inexplicably, an exhibition of Armani suits. In 
this world of Jewish art, "Only the Armani brand reigns supreme, 
impervious to the curator's will." The Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao 
provides "a good place to contemplate the present decay, nay, demise of 
European visual art," which is now made up of "Rotten decomposed pig 
trunks in formaldehyde," pornography, and anything else that "became a 
piece of art by the decision of two Mammonites, the curator and the 
collector." 


How did this happen? The crucial middle term in both equations 


(art and the university) is capitalism. The "economic freedom" of 
capitalism is traceable to the distinction between the Jewish prohibition 
on taking usury from a fellow Jew, and the permission which allowed it 
to be taken from "strangers." This differential first brought about a 
"complete transformation of commerce and industry," and then once 
capitalist principles became the cultural norm, other institutions 
(including art and academe) as well: 


The theory of price in the Talmud and the Codes in so far as it affected trade between Jew and 
Jew, is exactly parallel to the scholastic doctrine of justum pretium which was prevalent in 
Europe throughout the Middle Ages. But as between Jew and non-Jew, there was no just price. 
Price was formed, as it is today, by the "higgling of the market." ... The differential treatment of 
non-Jews in Jewish commercial law resulted in the complete transformation of the idea of 
commerce and industry in the direction of more freedom. If we have called the Jews the Fathers 
of Free Trade, and therefore the pioneers of capitalism, let us note here that they were prepared 
for this role by the free-trading spirit of the commercial and industrial law, which received an 
enormous impetus towards a policy of laissez-faire by its attitude toward strangers. Clearly, 
intercourse with strangers could not but loosen the bonds of personal duties and replace them by 
economic freedom (Werner Sombart, The Jews and Modern Capitalism [1911)). 

The spirit of capitalism brought about a similar transformation of 
both the art world and academe. Shamir calls this spirit "Mammon," 
something which he considers the personification of capitalist Class 
Interest. A capitalist may wish to sell drinking water, but Mammon 
wants to poison all water in order to force everybody to buy drinking 
water. A capitalist may build the mall; but Mammon wants to destroy 
the world outside the mall, for the outside world interferes with the only 


meaningful occupation, shopping. 


Since "Mammon will try to eliminate every distraction to 
shopping,” the Jewish spirit which created the system of Mammon 
known as capitalism will "turn every kind of art into conceptual art" 
because "For Mammonites, art is a distraction from the most important 
occupation, adoration of Mammon. Mammonite reviews of art 
concentrate on the price of art." 


Jews are never content to integrate themselves into existing 
structures, whether those structures are states, universities, art museums 
or the military. They feel compelled to infiltrate and subvert the 
institutions which admit them as members. In the art world, the name 
this Jewish infiltration and subversion goes by is "conceptual art." In an 
article which appeared in The New Statesman, Ivan Massow, then 
chairman of the Institute of Contemporary Arts, "noticed the damage 


this causes for the artists who are forced to fit into the Procrustean bed 
of this anti-art": 


It seems sad that so many talented young artists, clawing to be noticed for their craft, are forced 
to ditch their talent and reinvent themselves as creators of video installations, or a machine that 
produces foam in the middle of a room, in order to be recognized as contemporary artists... We 
need art lovers to tell artists that they're not obliged to reinvent themselves into creators of piles 
of crap, or pass their work around like samizdat. 

Shortly after those words appeared in print, Massow got sacked. 
Massow's expulsion from the synagogue that the British art 


establishment had become was, as Shamir points out, 


led by the Jewish cultural tsar Nicholas Serota, and by the Jewish art collector and advertising 
magnate, a friend of Pinochet, Thatcher, and Conrad Black, Charles Saatchi. His power is 
unique, and an art critic, Norman Rosenthal of the British Royal Academy, suggested that "the 
Saatchis are probably the most important collectors of modern art anywhere in the world." 

Conceptual art isn't art, but it is Jewish. It signals the culmination 
of the Jewish takeover of modern art. Conceptual art requires no artistic 
ability, talent or skill. That's why Jews gravitate toward it and promote 
it. It's an example of Jews defining art as what they do rather than 
defining art in its relationship to Logos. It's as if, Shamir says at another 
point, we all woke up one day and found that only cripples could 
compete at the Olympics. Or, to give another example, to find out that 
the high jump had been replaced by a chess match. Jewish domination of 
the art world was not "due to the great achievements of Jewish artists." 
Quite to the contrary, Shamir points out that 
The Jews were extremely ill-equipped for their conquest of Olympus. For many generations, 
Jews never entered churches and hardly ever saw paintings. They were conditioned to reject 
image as part of their rejection of idols. In the course of a two thousand-year-long selection 
process, the visual gifts of Jews were not developed, as opposed to the abilities to learn, argue, 
and convince, honed to perfection in the Talmudic environment. 

Shamir goes on to add that "Rejection of Christ," the Logos 
incarnate who is the "main fountain of creativity," was the ultimate 
reason why Jews could not be artists, because 
There is no visual art or poetry outside of God; at best the godless person can imitate art. For this 
reason, Jews are, as a rule, poor painters and sculptors... While their mastery of word and 
ideology is very high (well above the average of 100 at 130), their average visual ability is only 
75, extremely low. One can consider it a scientific proof of "no art without Christ." Indeed, until 
recently there were no important Jewish painters or sculptors. The Jewish temple was supposedly 
built by Phoenicians and Greeks, and it had very few images. Even the illumination of Jewish 


manuscripts was usually done by non-Jewish artists, who made very obvious errors trying to 
copy Jewish letters. 


The same thing applies, mutatis mutandis, to the university. The 
people whose defining characteristic is rejection of Logos cannot excel 
in the disinterested pursuit of the truth. If they are allowed into the 
university they will subvert the principles of the university and redefine 
academic achievement as things that Jews do well. If the university were 
the Olympics, chess would replace basketball. If Jews controlled the 
Olympics as effectively as they controlled the art world, only cripples 
could compete. 


In order to disguise their total lack of artistic talent, "Visually 
handicapped Jews created a similar anomaly — that of non-visual 
‘conceptual’ art" because 


Preparation of these items places no demand on artistic abilities. They can be done by anybody. 
Such art is perfectly within Jewish abilities. Moreover, Jews with their good ability to produce 
ideas and read iconography will surely succeed in it. Jews bend art to fit their abilities, in order 
for them to succeed in this difficult (for them) occupation. 

The culmination of this trend to conceptualize and thereby redefine 
art can be found in works of "art," like "Piss Christ," an artifact which 
kills two birds with one stone, combining Jewish subversion of the art 
world with Jewish hatred of Christ. "Piss Christ" is a work of art 
because, as Marcel Duchamp once said, it is "in a museum." "Piss 
Christ" is a work of art because a museum curator said it was. In this 
instance, the man responsible was Leonard Lauder, the Jew who runs the 
Whitney Museum, a man who was, according to Shamir, "a great friend 
of Ariel Sharon." Are we talking about a conspiracy? Shamir lays the 
blame at the feet of Group Interest: 


For Jews, their Group Interest lays in undermining visual art, for they can't compete in it. The 
even deeper Group Interest of Jews is to undermine Christianity, their main enemy. We see this 
interest satisfied ... by their relentless attack on Mel Gibson, who dared to produce a film about 
Christ... As sacrality in Europe is unavoidably Christian, profanation of art is certainly within 
Jewish Group Interests. It does not mean the Jews, or even some Jews, understand that they act 
in their own Group Interest. 


This is not a new phenomenon. Shamir sees the Saatchis of the 
world, the Jews responsible for the creation of conceptual art, as the 
descendants of 


The Jews [who] were prominent in the great tragedy of Byzantine art, the iconoclasm. The 
contemporary writers leave us no doubt: Jews (a powerful community in those days as 
nowadays) were extremely active in promoting this concept. 


The same is true, mutatis mutandis, of the university; however, I 


see the cause of this convergence in the form, which is to say, formal 
causality. The student of formal causality who attempts to deal with 
Jewish influence at the university is confronted with a curious 
philosophical phenomenon. People regularly refer to Catholics, 
Methodists, and Baptists (as for example, when they say "Baylor is a 
Baptist university"), but the minute one refers to Jews, the term is 
stricken as impermissible. 


The issue is philosophical. It is based on a philosophical error 
known as nominalism, which maintained that there was no such thing as 
"trees," only individual birches, pines, oaks, etc. This extreme form of 
nominalism was noticed by Hilaire Belloc in the 1920s in his book on 
The Jews, when he wrote, "If anyone referred to a swindler as a Jew, he 
was an anti-Semite," but exposing the absurdity of the claim did little to 
stop the tendency. 


In order to unravel this error at the bottom of what is in reality a 
ban on thought, we need to distinguish between essence and existence. If 
I say that a dog is a four-legged creature with fur, I am referring to 
essence not existence, and my claim is not refuted when someone says, 
"Yesterday, I saw a hairless, Mexican dog with three legs." 


Similarly, the philosophical validity of the term "Catholic" or "Jew" 
is not refuted when someone claims "I know a Catholic who is pro- 
abortion." Or "Are you saying my Jewish mother-in-law is a 
revolutionary?" Both the Catholic and Jew get their identity qua 
Catholic or Jew from the form. In the case of Catholics, that form is 
acceptance of Christ the Logos as defined or determined by the Catholic 
faith, i.e., by scripture, tradition and the Magisterium. In the case of 
Jews, that form is defined by rejection of Christ and Logos, as 
determined by rabbinic interpretation of the Talmud. Catholics are 
formed by the gospels; Jews are formed by the Talmud. The result is 
two radically different cultures. 


If the culmination of Catholic culture was the creation of the 
university, the culmination of Jewish culture was capitalism, which, 
over the course of the latter half of the 20th century in America, 
gradually devoured the university, by restructuring it according to 
capitalist, which is to say, Jewish principles, in particular those 
articulated by Milton Friedman and the Chicago Boys, a gang notable 


for its brutality. The institution of tenure, which was a relic of the 
Middle Ages, was subverted and then replaced by a system in which 
Jewish superstar professors like Stanley Fish could earn six figure 
salaries (while at UIC, Stanley Fish earned more per annum than the 
Governor of Illinois), while the majority of the teaching was done by 
wage slave adjuncts. 


During the more than half a millennium when Catholics were using 
the university to develop theology, metaphysics, physics and eventually 
the sciences that led to the industrial revolution, scholarship for Jews 
meant studying the Talmud, which meant among other things, learning 
how to cheat the goyim in business transactions and then justify those 
practices with a veneer of pious rationalization. This is not my opinion; 
it is the verdict of Heinrich Graetz, the father of Jewish historiography, 
who claimed in his magnum opus that the study of the Talmud led to the 
moral corruption of the Polish Jews: 


To twist a phrase out of its meaning, to use all the tricks of the clever advocate, to play upon 
words, and to condemn what they did not know ... such were the characteristics of the Polish 
Jew... Honesty and right-thinking he lost as completely as simplicity and truthfulness. He made 
himself master of all the gymnastics of the Schools and applied them to obtain advantage over 
anyone more cunning than himself. He took delight in cheating and overreaching, which gave 
him a sort of joy of victory. But his own people he could not treat that way: they were as 
knowing as he. It was the non-Jew who, to his loss, felt the consequences of the Talmudically 
trained mind of the Polish Jew. 

This assertion and what follows are recounted in my book The 
Jewish Revolutionary Spirit and its Impact on World History. The only 
thing that saved Graetz himself from the fate of Polish Jews was 
German culture, the German Enlightenment in particular, and role 
models like Moses Mendelssohn and Salomon Maimun, who saw their 
own separation from Talmudic culture as a liberation from Jewish 


bondage. 


And yet in spite of that liberation and the rise of the maskilim in the 
Pale of the Settlement, when the Jews were finally admitted to the 
university in significant numbers, as happened in Russia in the mid-19th 
century, they used the university as a staging ground for revolutionary 
activity. The same thing happened in America. In his memoir Commies: 
A Journey Through the Old Left, the New Left, and the Leftover Left 
(2001), Ronald Radosh describes how he and other Jews in the Young 
Communist League were sent from New York to Wisconsin to take over 


the university there. 


The same thing happened in slightly different fashion at Notre 
Dame. As one has come to expect, the main culprit in this matter was 
the Rev. Theodore M. Hesburgh, CSC. In addition to being the president 
who stole Notre Dame from the Catholic Church, Fr. Hesburgh has the 
distinction of hiring the first Jew at Notre Dame, Samuel Shapiro, who 
was brought into the history department. I knew Shapiro for the last 
twenty some years of his life; he would show up at my house and plunk 
himself down on the living room sofa periodically. I visited him in the 
hospital when he was dying, and I wrote his obituary after his death. In 
the Middle Ages Catholics were told to avoid contact with Jews 
because, they were told, the only time a Jew wants to talk with a 
Christian is to subvert his faith or corrupt his morals. For over twenty 
years Sam Shapiro tried to do just that. He attempted to undermine my 
faith — largely by trying to convert me to Darwinism — and I tried to 
get him to convert to Catholicism. In the end, neither project was 
successful. I have written about this elsewhere; the obituary can be read 
at culturewars.com. For now I'd like to propose the Jewish corollary to 
the above statement, namely, all too often the only time a goy wants to 
talk to a Jew is when the goy wants big money. This was true of the 
princes in Medieval Europe, and it led to misery among the population 
at large and pogroms against the Jews, who were granted privileges that 
were invariably economically ruinous for the population at large in 
exchange for the low interest loans they provided to princes. Needless to 
say, this deal often included princes of the Church. 


Architecture and Post-Modernism 


According to the academic Philip Bess, who is now a Catholic after 
his conversion from the Baptist faith of his youth, there are two kinds of 
architecture: bad architecture, which is modern, postmodern, and 
deconstructive; and good architecture, which is traditional. "Traditional 
architecture ... promotes spatial, formal and decorative hierarchies 
appropriate to the dramas of public and private life, and is biased toward 
making its grandeur proportionate to its function and the communal 
significance of the institution for and by which it has been 
commissioned." Traditional architecture is 


an architecture of physical and symbolical substance; of buildings with surface shadow and 


depth associated with thick walls and moldings, penetrated by window and door openings — in 
contrast to the thin, taut, shadowless 'skins' of our contemporary visually dematerialized 
architecture; of buildings that look like buildings rather than machines, or ocean liners, or 
mirrored reflections of other buildings (Till We Have Built Jerusalem: Architecture, Urbanism, 
and the Sacred [2006]). 

Bess gets into trouble almost immediately when he tries to define 
the content of traditional architecture as Judeo-Christian. One of C.S. 
Lewis's worst books was Mere Christianity. Bess's book on architecture 


might be subtitled, in this regard, "Mere Judeo-Christianity." 


The American architect Stanley Tigerman, who is himself Jewish, 
feels that post-modern and deconstructive architecture is Jewish. Philip 
Bess is uncomfortable with Tigerman's description, but he clearly does 
not like the architecture Tigerman calls Jewish, and in trying to 
articulate why he doesn't like it, he fails to come up with a definition or 
description as crisp and to the point as Tigerrnan's. His main problem, in 
this regard, is not architectural; it is theological. Perhaps because of his 
upbringing as a Baptist, he doesn't understand the difference between a 
Catholic and a Jew. As a result, he falls back on the American civil 
religion to roll the two groups into one entity known as Judeo- 
Christianity, a construct which guarantees that he will never understand 
what is going on in the architectural world, certainly not as well as 
Stanley Tigerrnan does. The muddle that is Bess's thought comes out in 
passages like the following: "I would like to suggest that certain features 
of the biblical (Jewish and Christian) religious traditions share a 
continuing affinity with traditional architecture and urbanism." 


The term Judeo-Christianity does nothing but muddle two things 
that need to be distinguished, probably the intent of the word from the 
beginning. And these two terms need to be distinguished in the field of 
architecture because, as Stanley Tigerman implies, there is no such thing 
as a Judeo-Christian building. All of the buildings which Bess admires 
were built by cultures which consciously discriminated against Jews. 
Jews know this; that is why they hate these buildings. America, on the 
other hand, is one of the few countries which has allowed Jews to build 
monumental buildings (virtually all of them within the past twenty 
years), and the result, even if Bess can't bring himself to admit it, is 
some of the ugliest and most grotesque buildings in history. 


The work of the Canadian born architect Frank Gehry is probably 


the best example of what I'm talking about. Jewish architects are good at 
subversion. In fact that dominates what they do. So to give an early 
(1978) and ultimately unbuilt example of Gehry's work, "The Wagner 
Residence (unbuilt, Malibu, CA 1978) ... reveals the architect's interest 
in rupturing the rigid, Modernist box." In doing this, Gehry, "creates the 
effect of a sculptural mass tumbling down the slope." Then there is the 
Peter B. Lewis Building, Weatherhead School of Management at Case 
Western Reserve University 1997: "Asked to design a_ building 
representative of the ingenuity of the Weatherhead's student-centered 
curriculum, Gehry responded by exploding the standard Modernist box. 
Two towers emerge from a rectilinear brick building, with cascades of 
metal falling from the towers to the street and, in places, puncturing the 
brick volume." Then there is the Experience Music Project, Seattle 
1995-2000, which looks like three trash bags sitting next to each other, 
or as the catalogue of his work puts it: 


The curvaceous forms were sparked by the client's admiration for the horse-head shaped 
conference center at the DG Bank Building [in Berlin] (1995-2001) and grew out of the 
architect's experiments with broken guitar pieces. The allusion to a shattered Fender Stratocaster 
is carried throughout in a glass sculpture that rides the crest of the building, suggesting the 
strings and frets of a guitar neck. The colors — a riot of gold, pale blue, purple, red and silver — 
are symbolic reference to various songs and events from the history of rock and roll, including 
Hendrix's song "Purple Haze." 


Gehry's design for the (also unbuilt) Guggenheim Museum New 
York 1998 is essentially a deconstructed skyscraper: 


The rigid forms characteristic of a skyscape — the quintessence of New York architecture — are 
fractured and recombined with a curvilinear body suggestive of the water's fluid movement and 
the energy of the city. The twisting tower is encircled by rolling metal, evoking the image of a 
skyscraper jutting through a whirling cloud. 

The fact that Gehry's design bore an uncanny resemblance to the 
collapse of the World Trade Center towers probably militates against the 
completion of the project. Deconstruction has its limits after all. Muslim 
forms of deconstructivism have given the genre a bad name in Lower 
Manhattan. 


Then there is an MIT office complex which is "based on the 
behavioral patterns of an orangutan village." For some reason, this 
concept "was initially met with a less than favorable reaction" in spite of 
the fact that the finicky professors were offered the best of both worlds: 


researchers were afforded maximum privacy in their office spaces, but emerge from them to join 


with their colleagues in more public settings — much like primates who live up in the trees and 
venture down onto the savannah to engage in collective activity. 

Once Jews were allowed to build monumental buildings they built 
structures that were not only grotesque, they built buildings which were 
consciously "transgressive," to use one of the favorite words of the 
Jewish architect Peter Eisenman. 


Philip Bess has already told us that he doesn't like buildings like 
this, but he can't really tell us why because whenever he attempts to do 
that he is brought up short by the contradiction between his politics, 
which is American and democratic, and his aesthetics, which is Italian 
and aristocratic. That conflict leads him into passages like the following: 


There is little evidence to suggest that the passionate, violent, self-centered citizens of, say, 12th 
century Venice, or 15th century Florence, or 16th century Rome differ in essence from those of 
contemporary New York, Chicago, or Los Angeles. The social institutions that civilized their 
instincts differ from those that (however imperfectly) civilize ours; but there is no reason why 
the architecture of the third millennium cannot serve the primary symbolic purpose it served in 
earlier eras — the representation, in orderly, durable, functional, and beautiful buildings, of 
institutions that enable and encourage us to live as civilized human beings. 

No reason? Bess stumbles back and forth in making his argument, 
but he can't escape from certain fundamental facts, all of which 
contradict both his philosophy of architecture and the American civil 
religion upon which it rests. If there is no difference between human 
nature as it existed in Rome in the 16th century and as it exists in 
America now, how is it then that Rome then produced beautiful 
enduring buildings and America now generates ugly monstrosities? If 
human nature is the same, the difference in architecture must stem from 
the differing political and cultural systems in place during these 
respective eras. This, unfortunately, leads Bess where he would rather 
not go, because the cultures whose buildings he admires most were 
cultures which discriminated against Jews. The one thing that 12th 
century Venice, 15th century Florence, and l6th century Rome had in 
common other than the Roman Catholic faith was the fact that they 
confined Jews to ghettos, which meant that the Jews had virtually no say 
over the public built environment. Conversely, America, which has even 
outstripped Poland as the modern paradisus Judeorum, produced 
unremittingly ugly and, one would have to say, grotesque architecture 
the moment it allowed Jews to build monumental buildings. In fact, even 
the modernist buildings of the first half of the 20th century look 


comparatively logophilic when compared to the wave of Jewish 
architecture which followed it. If there is such a thing as a Judeo- 
Christian tradition in architecture, how is it that the first time in history 
that Jews have been allowed to build monumental buildings they come 
up with assaults on common decency like Libeskind's Jewish Museum 
in Berlin and Gehry's Experience Music Project in Seattle? 


The answer to all of the above questions is Logos. Catholics and 
Jews have two fundamentally opposed views of Logos, and those 
fundamentally differing attitudes toward Logos find expression in 
fundamentally different kinds of buildings. There is no such thing as a 
Judeo-Christian view of Logos. Jews rejected Logos when they rejected 
Christ. For two thousand years that rejection of Logos found expression 
in revolutionary activity. Now that virtually every revolution has been 
successful, Jews get to build revolutionary buildings as the monument to 
their success, and these buildings — buildings like Eisenman's Wexler 
Center at the University of Ohio, Libeskind's Jewish Museum, and 
Gehry's Experience Music Project — are not only ugly and grotesque, 
they radiate fear and loathing of Logos. These buildings are 
deontological. They are manifestations of hatred of Logos in stone, or, 
since the deconstructors hate stone, anti-Logos in chain link, plywood, 
zinc, or shotcrete. The one thing post-modern buildings have in common 
is their attack on Logos. This includes an attack on the logos of form 
that even the first generation of moderns — Gropius, Mies van der 
Rohe, and (to some extent) Le Corbusier — preserved. Philip Bess can't 
define the problem because — according to the American civic religion 
which is the basis of his aesthetics — both Jews and Catholics have the 
same relationship to Logos. This comes out in a number of passages, 
which become increasingly incoherent the more Bess tries to articulate 
his neoconservative aesthetic. At one point Bess tells us that 


the history of Christianity (and Judaism too, for that matter) demonstrates precisely an at least 
partial reconciliation of Athens with Jerusalem. This reconciliation occurred theologically in the 
writings of the patristic fathers and the medieval schoolmen. And it occurred pictorially in the 
Ghent Altarpiece (my emphasis). 

So, let me see if I understand this. Judaism brought about a 
reconciliation of Athens and Jerusalem? I thought Judaism was 
Jerusalem. Once again America's civic religion (Protestant, Catholic, 
Jew: they're all practically speaking saying the same thing) intrudes and 


renders what Bess wants to say incoherent. (As a way of exculpating 
Bess of responsibility for statements like the above, I'm tempted to 
surmise that an editor at either ISI or First Things added the 
parenthetical phrase "and Judaism too, for that matter." Not even a 
professor at Notre Dame could write something this nonsensical. The 
theology is simply too deficient.) The main issue is the theology Bess 
brings to bear in his discussion of architecture. Does architecture have 
its own Logos? If so, what is it and how would it be affected by a 
"theological agenda ... mandated by the Holocaust"? Some Jews claim 
that the "smoke of Auschwitz" has revoked the Logos of architecture, 
but is that claim justifiable according to the tenets of the Catholic 
theology which Bess professes on his lips? Bess not only refuses to 
answer the question, he makes matters worse when he wades into even 
deeper theological water by claiming that "Christians need to continue 
their reassessment of the relationship of Christianity to Judaism, to 
affirm theologically the historical priority and continuing validity of the 
faith of Israel..." 


First of all, Judaism as a religion is not prior to Christianity. 
Judaism was created when Jochanan ben Zacchai escaped from 
Jerusalem during the siege that led to the destruction of the Temple in 70 
AD. The religion that Moses, David, and Solomon practiced died when 
the Temple was destroyed and cannot be restored unless and until the 
Temple is rebuilt. What replaced that religion was Christianity, which is 
also known as the New Israel. Has Professor Bess ever heard that the 
Church is the New Israel? It's in Nostra Aetate. Does he know that Jews 
are not the children of Moses? That's in the Gospel of St. John. Does he 
know that those who call themselves Jews are really liars and should be 
known as the "synagogue of Satan"? That's in the Apocalypse. This is 
the Catholic faith which Professor Bess professes on his lips but which 
never seems to find its way into his aesthetics. Taken together all of 
these assertions make up the part of the Catholic faith that goes contrary 
to America's civic religion, which becomes the Procrustean bed upon 
which Professor Bess lays all architectural assertions before lopping off 
what doesn't fit. 


Bess's "Mere Judeo-Christianity" prevents him from understanding 
that the real issue is Logos. Jews and Catholics have a fundamentally 


different attitude towards Logos, and this fundamental difference will 
find expression in the buildings they design. 


Jews, Literary Modernity, and Psychology 


America became more Jewish after the world wars because it 
became more modem. Modernity, as Yuri Slezkine argued in The 
Jewish Century (2004), was Jewish. Modernity was "about dismantling 
social estates for the benefit of individuals, nuclear families and book- 
reading tribes (nations). Modernization, in other words, is about 
everyone becoming Jewish." Murray Friedman says much the same 
thing in his book What Went Wrong ?: The Creation and Collapse of the 
Black-Jewish Alliance (1995). The Jews transformed American society 
after World War II, remaking it in their image. The older generation of 
Protestant novelists and poets, many of whom — e.g., T.S. Eliot and 
Ezra Pound — had serious reservations about modernity even though 
their writing was "modern" in form, were replaced by almost exclusively 
Jewish writers. Ernest Hemingway, F. Scott Fitzgerald, Ezra Pound, and 
T.S. Eliot, who came to prominence in the '20s, were replaced in the '50s 
by Saul Bellow, Aaron Copland, Leonard Bernstein, Philip Roth, J.D. 
Salinger, Norman Mailer, Arthur Miller, Herman Wouk, Bernard 
Malamud, and Alan Ginsberg. Leslie Fiedler called it "the great takeover 
by Jewish American writers." Friedman says the Jews not only wrote 
books, they also 


taught Americans how to dance (Arthur Murray) how to behave (Dear Abby and Ann Landers) 
how to dress (Ralph Lauren), what to read (Irving Howe, Alfred Kazin and Lionel Trilling) and 
what to sing (Irving Berlin, Barry Manilow, Barbara Streisand). 

Lionel Trilling embodied the ambivalence of American Jews 
toward American culture. Trilling, through The Liberal Imagination 
(1950), created Liberalism as a way of being Jewish in America. Trilling 
began his literary career writing for the Menorah Journal in the '20s. 
Once his career took off, Trilling distanced himself from his "provincial 
and parochial" Jewish roots. Cynthia Ozick recalled being made to feel 
shame for noting in one of Trilling's classes at Columbia that Marx, 
Freud, and Einstein were significantly Jewish in their thought. 
According to Norman Podhoretz, also Trilling's student at Columbia, 
Trilling was unable to defend the traditional culture 


because on some level he himself secretly resented or despised it, or at least he resented and 
despised that muted form of it that he himself embodied in his own writing and persona 


(Friedman). 


Hollywood was a Jewish creation. There were always Jewish 
actors, like John Garfield, né Garfinkel, but they invariably changed 
their names. Beginning in the '60s, stars like Barbra Streisand portrayed 
overtly Jewish characters like Fanny Brice. On the eve of breaking the 
Hollywood Production Code, Hollywood introduced the showpiece of 
Jewish triumphalism, Fiddler on the Roof. Tevye the Milkman of the 
Sholem Aleichem tales, was proudly Jewish but also open-minded and 
American, except on the issue of intermarriage: "Tevye stood for 
tradition, of course, but he also understood the value of progress, 
freedom of choice, individual rights, and the nuclear family" (Slezkine). 
Tevye brought about a curious change in American culture and Jewish 
identity. As Jews became more overtly Jewish, Judaism became more 
American, and America became more Jewish. Fiddler on the Roof gave 
a lot of attention to pogroms but made no mention of the fact that they 
were connected with the assassination of two Czars and the rise of the 
revolutionary Jew in Russia. There is no mention of Jews like Sverdlov 
murdering the Czar and his family in the aftermath of the revolution that 
never got mentioned either, because by then Tevye was living on the 
lower East Side of New York. 


During the 1950s, Jews taught Americans to become "specialists in 
alienation" (Friedman). In promoting alienation, Jews projected their 
image onto American culture and weakened the mores of the Christian 
majority. It was only years after their works had become American 
icons, that Arthur Miller and Joseph Heller admitted that Willy Loman 
and Yossarian were essentially Jewish characters. Jews had a difficult 
time dealing with American culture. They began by subverting it and 
then began to transform it in their image and finally imposed their own 
draconian speech codes on it in the age of political correctness. In each 
instance the relationship was instrumental and manipulative. 


During the '50s, New York Intellectuals imposed their image of 
themselves — the lonely, alienated outsider — onto the culture. The 
Jews imposed their image on American culture not by making 
Americans Jewish by religion, but Jewish by way of alienation. The new 
Jewish elite was "judaizing" America by turning it into a nation of 
alienated strangers. They imposed "their own condition — their loss of 


religious faith and a sense of estrangement — upon the society" 
(Friedman) 


If the modern age was Jewish, then it was only logical that Jews 
should become the experts on how to live in that age successfully. "Jews 
acquired a mystique after World War II" because 


their experience of dislocation and persecution seemed to confer upon them a special sagacity 
about the human condition. An older myth of Jewish "genius" gave way to the new concept of 
the Jew as the prototypical "marginal man" who achieved insight into the social order from 
standing outside it. 

Like the European Jew before him, the modern American was 
"someone who had to live in two worlds at the same time." As a result of 
dislocations due to two wars, Americans were "cosmopolitans and 
strangers" in their own country. Before long, many would feel it was not 
their country. 


Freudianism became a "salvation religion," with a priesthood and 
sacred texts, shortly after Protestantism handed the policing of Jewish 
Hollywood to the Catholics in the 1930s. Ministers became therapists, 
and therapists became ministers, and America became what Philip Reiff 
called the therapeutic state. "Freudianism, which was predominantly 
Jewish, proclaimed the beleaguered loneliness of the newly 
‘emancipated to be a universal human condition" (Slezkine). 


Psychology also became a locus of the struggle between Catholics 
and Jews over who would control American culture, because it 


provided a perfect focal point for a culture clash between Jews and Catholics as they moved 
from the periphery toward the center of a society traditionally dominated by Protestants. For 
many Jews, psychology and Freud represented a path toward a more sophisticated, cosmopolitan 
America; for many Catholics, Freud signified a heretical departure from fundamental religious 
values (Andrew R. Heinze, Jews and the American Soul: Human Nature in the Twentieth 
Century [2004)). 

The rise of psychology as a substitute for religion was linked to the 
de-ethnicization at the heart of the psychological warfare campaign. In 
ethnic America, religion "dictated what people knew about human 
nature" (ibid). "Christian followed Christian and Jew followed Jew" 
(ibid). Once psychology replaced religion, ethnic compartmentalization 
was no longer valid, and the Jew, who was a "genius," became the guide 
to how everyone should live in the "modern" world. 


The redefinition of psychology was a revolution in the truest sense 


of the word. What was up went down, and what was down went up. 
Before that revolution, reason sat on instinct like a rider on a horse. 
After reading in the After School Library: "It is the untrained horse that 
balks or that shies; but the thoroughbred horse stands still the moment 
his master speaks, and he turns to the right or left at the lightest touch of 
the bridle," the student of pre-Jewish American psychology was 
admonished, "Keep your hand firmly upon the helm of thought" (ibid). 
Jewish psychologists tended to see passages like this as Christian, even 
though they derived from Greek sources, such as Plato and Euripedes' 
Hippolytus. Jewish psychology was either covertly, as with Freud, or 
overtly, as with Wilhelm Reich, instinctual. As a result, the definition of 
mental illness changed from passion out of control to passion repressed. 
This unleashing of sexual passion from the bonds of reason 
corresponded with Jewish involvement in pornography and the constant 
chafing at prohibitions against nudity in Hollywood films. The Jewish 
takeover of psychology put instinct in the saddle, where it was used as 
cultural control, as explicated by Reich in The Mass Psychology of 
Fascism. 


Under Jewish influence, American psychology became Talmudic 
as well. University of Wisconsin psychologist Joseph Jastrow, whose 
father "was a distinguished rabbi and scholar whose lexicon of the 
Talmud, completed in 1903, remains a standard tool for English 
speaking students" saw psychology as the modern equivalent to the 
rabbinic responsa, in which the rabbi answered questions "about the 
many rituals and actions governing the daily life of Jews" (Heinz). 
Modern psychology would become Talmudic in other senses too. It was 
seen aS a weapon against Christian culture. Willi Muensterberg, an early 
Jewish psychologist in America, found his psyche expressed this 
impulse in a dream in which "a young Jew rises to an awesome height in 
society" (Heinz) and then "crushes buildings" including "a church 
steeple — the symbol of Christian dominance above which no 
synagogue roof was allowed to rise" (ibid). 


Joseph Jastrow's attitude toward the overwhelmingly Christian 
student body he taught at the University of Wisconsin was similarly 
aggressive: 


Jastrow targeted Christianity as the prime example of the forcible imposition of thought on a 
community of people. In his course at Wisconsin on the "Psychology of Belief" and in his 


popular writings, he spoke of the "sad page of history" that records the Church's techniques of 
censorship and suppression of thought. He also used the biblical and rabbinic phraseology of 
"the remnant" of Israel when he referred to the dissident few who fight in all times and places for 
freedom of thought: "There will always be a saving remnant," he wrote, "who are willing to give 
up dogma" (Heinze). 

If Freudianism was Jewish, behaviorism was the refuge of divinity 

students who abandoned religion. The third way of Erich Fromm, Carl 
Rogers, and Abraham Maslow was less aggressively atheistic but still 
retained Jewish animosity toward the unthinking goyim, who needed to 
be liberated from repression. In The Art of Loving, Erich Fromm 
"married Maimonides to Freud in order to criticize the infantile 
conception of God to which, in his view, most people adhered" 
(Heinze). 
Fromm wanted to reconnect secular Jewish idealists with the "revolutionary" principles of their 
ancestors. He believed that 'the universalism and humanism of the prophets blossomed in the 
figures of thousands of Jewish philosophers, socialists and internationalists, many of whom had 
no personal connection with Judaism’ (Heinze). 

Abraham Maslow debated changing his name to something less 
identifiably Jewish, but decided not to because "Jewishness encouraged 
intellectual independence and even rebelliousness" (ibid). Like Carl 
Rogers, Maslow took Kurt Lewin's research into group dynamics and 
turned it into a weapon against unsuspecting goyim. In April 1962, 
Maslow lectured to nuns at Sacred Heart, a Catholic women's college in 
Massachusetts. Maslow noted in his diary that the talk had been very 
"successful," which he found troubling. "They shouldn't applaud me," he 
wrote, "they should attack. If they were fully aware of what I was doing, 
they would [attack]." 


Once the theories of Jewish psychologists like Freud, Reich, and 
Maslow gained respectability in academe, they were advanced by a 
hoard of female Jewish advice columnists, who popularized and spread 
the tenets of Jewish psychology in the mass media, contributing to the 
decline in sexual morals and the rise of feminism: Joyce Brothers rose to 
fame in the '50s after winning The $64,000 Question as an expert on 
boxing. Brothers introduced "millions of homemakers to the new 
feminism of the 1960s" by popularizing the ideas of Betty Friedan (née 
Goldstein), a communist who transmuted class warfare into gender 
warfare in The Feminine Mystique. Heinze claims that Joyce Brothers’ In 
Defense of Selfishness was "a homemaker's version of Adam Smith's 


philosophy of economics," but it derived more directly from the 
Objectivism of another Jewish guide to modern life, Ayn Rand (née 
Alissa Rosenbaum), a Russian Jew who created another largely Jewish 
sect known as Objectivism in the '50s through best-selling novels like 
The Fountainhead and Atlas Shrugged. 


Joyce Brothers' advice was invariably Talmudic. She favored 
"contracts between spouses" and "psychological techniques of 
manipulation" to teach women How to Get Whatever You Want out Of 
Life (the title of her 1978 book). Brothers turned to Judaism for solace 
after her husband's death, but that did not prevent her from appearing in 
a comedy skit on a TV show during the traditional Jewish mourning 
period. Brothers, in fact, agreed to appear on Pat Sajak's TV show the 
day after her husband's funeral. 


Joyce Brothers was the first of a long line of female Jewish 
advisors who told Americans how to negotiate the shoals of an 
increasingly Jewish and Talmudic culture. By the 1970s, "If a woman 
were going to end up as a psychological adviser to Americans, the odds 
were very good that she would be Jewish" (Heinze). The Jewish twins 
from St. Paul, Minnesota, Esther Pauline Lederer and Pauline Esther 
Phillips, became advice columnists Ann Landers and Abigail Van 
Buren. They invariably advised "seek counseling" whenever a troubled 
reader brought up a problem involving sexual morality. They and Joyce 
Brothers contributed to the decline in American morals by 
psychologizing behavior that had previously been considered under the 
purview of faith and morals. America's largely Jewish advice columnists 
had become experts in persuading goyische America to ignore what their 
consciences and their ministers were telling them and to engage in 
Talmudic rationalization, abetted by the psychologists, instead. 


When advice and attitude formation shifted to AM talk radio, Jews 
moved there too. The most famous radio advice show host was Dr. 
Laura Schlessinger. Unlike Joyce Brothers and Ann Landers, Dr. Laura 
was an anomaly in the American Culture Wars of the late 20th century. 
Dr. Laura identified herself as an Orthodox Jew, but she invariably 
ended up taking Catholic positions on controversial issues like abortion 
and homosexuality. The split mirrored her family heritage. Born in 
Brooklyn to a Jewish father, her mother was Catholic. As a result, her 


positions frequently offended the Jews whose views she claimed to 
promote. According to Heinze, 


Schlessinger's sense of "mission" and accusatory style were not characteristic of Modern 
Orthodox Jews, with whom she identified until her sudden break with Judaism in August 2003. 
She spoke of homosexuality, in particular, with a strident tone that most modern Orthodox rabbis 
would have found objectionable. Her pronouncements against abortion also obscured the 
complexity of traditional Jewish thought... Because she tied her views so closely to Judaism, 
Schlessinger became an anomalous figure: the only Orthodox Jew ever to gain such an immense 
audience, yet one whose success in the "shock jock" style of 1990s radio distanced her from 
rabbinic standards of propriety. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Wilhelm Reich, Theoretician of the Sexual Revolution 


The Enlightenment, the French Revolution, and the Marquis de Sade 


Beginning in the 18th century powerful forces began to emerge 
from the shadows to challenge the Medieval Order established by the 
Church. Once Europe turned away from Christ, it had to turn to the City 
of Man. That meant that Libido Dominandi became its constitution. 


Augustine's statement that "a man has as many masters as he has 
vices" could also be interpreted as a formula for control. In fact, once 
Christianity was repudiated, it had to be interpreted in that way. The 
only alternative to the City of God was the City of Man, and that meant 
that anyone who repudiated love of God and love of neighbor as his rule 
of life, had to adopt the other rule, which is Libido Dominandi. 


The Enlightenment was an example of Europe turning away from 
Christ, and it was based on control from its inception. In fact, the history 
of the Enlightenment is nothing more than the development of more and 
more sophisticated technologies of control. The Enlightenment did not 
create a new man. It set out to seduce the old man, and in order to do 
that they had to go back to the very Christianity they sought to destroy. 
For example, the statement: "The state of the moral man is one of 
tranquility and peace, the state of an immoral man is one of perpetual 
unrest" sounds like Augustine, but it was written by the Marquis de 
Sade. Both would agree with that statement's meaning. The difference is 
that Augustine was interested in promoting tranquility and peace, and, 
therefore, morals, and the Marquis de Sade was interested in promoting 
the opposite, namely, the perpetual unrest that went by the name of 
revolution. The Marquis de Sade is simply Augustine turned upside 
down. He understood that in order to create a revolution you have to 
subvert the morals of the people first. 


By 1795 The French Revolution had created so much carnage that 
it was causing a reaction. The Catholics from the Vendée threatened the 
gains of the revolution. The Marquis de Sade wrote Philosophy in the 
Bedroom in the same year and in particular, "Yet Once More 
Frenchmen...", in reaction to the threat of the Vendée. 


The threat of counter-revolution meant that the revolution, in order 
to save itself, had to get back to the most basic principles of 
revolutionary politics. That meant promoting motion, unrest, and the 
only way to do that was by arousing passion: "Lycurgus and Solon," the 
divine Marquis wrote in Philosophy in the Bedroom, "fully convinced 
that immodesty's results are to keep the citizen in the immoral state 
indispensable to the mechanics of republican government, obliged girls 
to exhibit themselves naked at the theater." 


"The mechanics of republican government," in other words, 
depended upon the systematic arousal of passion as a form of control. 
The only thing that prevented the Marquis de Sade from implementing 
his revolutionary views was technology. In order to arouse passion as a 
tool of revolutionary politics and control, the Marquis de Sade was 
limited, like the Ancients he took as his model, by physical constraints, 
namely, the number of men he could get into a theater. 


Those constraints would be lifted with the arrival of television and 
the internet, which could now transmit images of naked women into 
every home that had a computer or television. Technology could now 
apply the same philosophy of control through manipulation of passion to 
unprecedented numbers. The goal, however, would remain the same. 
Sexual liberation has always been a form of control and was conceived 
of as such from the beginning by its major theoreticians — the Marquis 
de Sade and, roughly 150 years later, Wilhelm Reich. 


Wilhelm Reich 


The Marquis de Sade found his completion in Wilhelm Reich. 
Wilhelm Reich was a Jew from Galicia who was both a Marxist and a 
Freudian. Wilhelm Reich is the man who created the term "Sexual 
Revolution." Reich fused the teachings of both Marx and Freud into a 
weapon which could be used to destroy the Catholic Church. The name 
of that weapon was sex education. 


Wilhelm Reich, as I said, was a communist and a Freudian and as 
such his main opponent in Vienna was the Catholic Church. After years 
of trying in vain to debate the existence of God and getting nowhere in 
persuading people to become atheistic communists, Reich noticed a 
simple fact. If you changed the sexual behavior of idealistic young 
Catholics in the direction of sexual liberation, including especially 
masturbation, then the idea of God simply evaporated from their minds 
and they defected from the Catholic Church, and the way to successful 
revolution was clear. Writing about one of his female patients, most 
probably his daughter, Reich said: 


The compulsion to pray disappeared when she was made aware of the origin of her fear; this 
awareness made it possible for her to masturbate again without feelings of guilt. As improbable 
as this incident may appear, it is pregnant with meaning for sex-economy. It shows how the 
mystical contagion of our youth could be prevented [my emphasis] (The Mass Psychology of 
Fascism [1933]). 

The revolution which could bring about the overthrow of the 
political power of the Catholic Church in Austria was based, not on 
debate, but behavior: "We do not discuss the existence or non-existence 
of God — we merely eliminate the sexual repressions and dissolve the 
infantile ties to the parents" (ibid). 


"The inescapable conclusion of all this," Reich concludes, 


is that a clear sexual consciousness and a natural regulation of sexual life must foredoom every 
form of mysticism; that, in other words, natural sexuality is the arch enemy of mystical religion. 
By carrying on an anti-sexual fight wherever it can, making it the core of its dogmas and putting 
it in the foreground of its mass propaganda, the church only attests to the correctness of this 
interpretation. 

By getting people to act contrary to the Church's teaching on sexual 
morals, Reich and his followers automatically limited the Church's 
political influence, and this was the first step in the revolutionary 
takeover of Austrian society. As history would show, it was also the first 
step in the revolutionary takeover of American society during the '60s. 
The logical conclusion of this is also clear: the total sexualization of a 
culture would mean the total extinction of the Church and the classical 
state based on the moral law. It would mean that sexual revolutionaries 
would then have a free hand in spreading revolution, which as the 
French Revolution and Plato's Republic both showed, is another word 
for tyranny. 


"The process of the uprooting of mysticism" is accomplished more 


effectively, in other words, by deviant sexual behavior than by debate 
over the existence of God or the fourth thesis of the Third International. 
Reich felt that sexual license would win out over self-control in every 
instance, and he probably felt that way based on his own life, where self- 
control lost consistently. But he also was empirical enough to see the 
Same phenomenon in others. He mentions "clerics" who find it 
impossible to continue in their vocation once they have "felt on their 
own body" the "physical consequences" of sexual license. 


The real purpose of both sex education and a contemporary 
Reichian play like The Vagina Monologues is to "uproot" the faith and 
morals of the largely female audience which goes to see it, by promoting 
masturbation and deviant sexual activity. The political implications of 
this insight are clear, but they can be put into effect only after a cultural 
revolution has taken control of the instruments of culture. In other 
words, most people will not act out sexually in any consistent fashion on 
their own. They will be cowed by social convention into inhibition or 
brought back by it to repentance. Reich noticed the inhibiting effect of 
culture on his patients. He was also quick to draw a conclusion which 
was the converse of the one he discovered. If women are inhibited 
sexually by culture, changes in the imagery promoted by the culture will 
bring about a change in behavior, which will in turn bring about a 
change in values, which will in turn usher in the revolution. Reich 
expressed this as follows: 


When I talk to a sexually inhibited woman in my office about her sexual needs, I am confronted 
with her entire moralistic apparatus. It is difficult for me to get through to her and to convince 
her of anything. If, however, the same woman is exposed to a mass atmosphere, is present, for 
instance, at a rally [or a classroom presentation of sex education, or a play like The Vagina 
Monologues, or by watching MTV] at which sexual needs are discussed clearly and openly in 
medical and social terms, then she doesn't feel herself to be alone. After all, the others are also 
listening to "forbidden things." Her individual moralistic inhibition is offset by a collective 
atmosphere of sexual affirmation, a new sex-economic morality, which can paralyze (not 
eliminate!) her sexual negation because she herself has had similar thoughts when she was alone. 
Secretly, she herself has mourned her lost joy of life or yearned for sexual happiness. 


Reich saw that technology has solved De Sade's problem by 
creating what he called "mass situations." "The sexual need," Reich 
continues, referring obliquely to the possibilities for revolutionary 
activity which television and the internet would provide, 


is given confidence by the mass situation [my emphasis]; it assumes a socially accepted status. 
When the subject is broached correctly, the sexual demand proves to have far more appeal than 


the demand for asceticism and renunciation; it is more human, more closely related to the 
personality, unreservedly affirmed by everyone. Thus, it is not a question of helping, but of 
making suppression conscious, of dragging the fight between sexuality and mysticism into the 
light of consciousness, of bringing it to a head under the pressure of a mass ideology and 
translating it into social action (The Mass Psychology of Fascism). 

Hollywood is the creator of "mass situations," which Reich 
described in The Mass Psychology of Fascism. Remember the question 
which began our discussion? "Why in the world," one woman wondered, 
"should one do such a thing?" Why in the world would Israelis broadcast 
pornography over Palestinian TV stations? The Israelis did it because 
sexual liberation is a form of control. Hollywood is now putting those 
Trotskyite globalist ideals into practice by promoting the widespread 
dissemination of things like pornography and MTV. 


Stephen Steinlight indicates that "MTV, for better or for worse, will 
prove more powerful with young Muslim immigrants than the mullahs" 
(see "The Jewish Stake in America's Changing Demography," Center 
for Immigration Studies, October 2001). 


The Catholic Church lost the Culture Wars in 1965 when it failed 
to block pornography. Within seven years, hard-core pornographic films 
like Deep Throat (1972) and the Devil in Miss Jones (1973) were being 
shown in first run theaters, and Jewish power over the culture increased 
accordingly. As a result of the mainstreaming of films like Deep Throat, 
pornography became a weapon in America's psychological warfare 
arsenal. Pornography was used to topple the Communist government 
which had taken over Portugal in the wake of Salazar's death in 1974. It 
was used as a crucial part of the American invasion of Panama in 
December 1989. It was used by the Israelis during their occupation of 
Gaza in 2002. Iraq was flooded with pornography after the American 
invasion of 2003, and it was used as a weapon in Iran. 


Eventually, the Jews were able to leverage their control of the 
media into control of America's foreign policy and orchestrate the 
disastrous American invasion of Iraq in 2003. Films like Rosewater and 
Argo, as well as Binyamin Netanyahu's speeches before the American 
Congress in 2011 and 2015 are an indication that the Jews are still in 
control of America's foreign policy, in spite of the Obama 
administration's attempt to close the nuclear deal with Iran. 


And that brings us back to Hollywood. Hollywood is the creator of 


1 


"mass situations,’ 
Fascism. 


which Reich described in The Mass Psychology of 


In 1965 the Catholics in America lost their nerve. When the 
Catholics lost their nerve in the war on Hollywood, they lost the Culture 
Wars. Before long there was no opposition to Jewish control of the 
media. This led to Jewish control over American foreign policy and the 
decriminalization of usury. 


The thirty year battle over the sexualization of the culture ended in 
1965 when the Legion of Decency ran up the white flag and Hollywood 
broke the code. Once the Catholics lost their nerve in the war over the 
sexualization of culture, once they backed away from holding 
Hollywood Jews to the basic rudiments of sexual decency, it was 
inevitable that the instruments of culture they failed to control would get 
used against them in all out cultural warfare. The sexualization of the 
Catholic clergy dates from this period. 


There are no truces in cultural warfare. The law of cultural life is 
either occupy your own cultural territory or have it occupied by alien 
forces. In this connection it is important to consider the words of the 
Jewish lawyer, Leo Pfeffer, a central figure in most of the things 
considered so far, who represented the Enlightenment forces in many of 
the key legal cases. "The truth of the matter was that I did not like the 
Catholic Church," Leo Pfeffer admitted in his memoirs. The truth of the 
matter goes beyond that as well. Leo Pfeffer was not just talking about 
personal animus; he was talking about an animus which was shared by 
his employer, the American Jewish Committee, as well as by 
Hollywood's motion picture and television industries. The latter group 
was described by Stephen Steinlight recently as "the Jewish industry, par 
excellence." Even toward the end of his life, after proclaiming the 
triumph of secular humanism over the Catholic Church in 1976, Pfeffer 
was concerned about Catholic activism on the abortion issue because 


the partial success which it has so far achieved may encourage further Catholic intervention in 
the political arena and bring back the days when the Roman Catholic Church was a powerful 
force in the American political system. 

The destruction of Catholic political power meant the rise of Jewish 
power. In a Protestant culture, there was no one else to keep the Jews in 
check. 


What happened to American Catholics in the 1960s was a prelude 
to what happened in Poland after the fall of Communism, and what is 
now happening to the Islamic world. When American Catholics lost the 
Culture Wars of the 1960s, the rest of the world was subjected to the 
same regime of control through the manipulation of appetite that was 
erected in America after their defeat. The results were the same. 
Democracy led to tyranny. Extreme "freedom" led to equally extreme 
forms of slavery. 


CHAPTER SIX 


Logos in History 


The Greek Origin 


Even if Jews control the Congress of the United States of America, 
God is in control of human history. After watching Napoleon destroy the 
original thousand-year Reich before his eyes, the 36-year-old Hegel felt 
compelled to come up with an explanation and this led him to formulate 
a philosophy of history. Given the humiliating circumstances of its birth, 
Hegel's history was remarkably optimistic. It was, in fact, a reworking of 
the traditional Christian doctrine of divine providence. Reason governs 
the world. World history "is therefore a rational process" (Hegel, 
Lectures). 


The German word for reason is Vernunft. The Greek word is 
Logos. Logos is not contingent. Reason is necessary. Reason is self- 
sufficient. Reason brings itself into existence and carries itself into 
effect. Thought must become conscious of this end of reason. The 
history of the world is a rational process whose author is God. If 
creation is a manifestation of God's creative power in space, then history 
is a manifestation of God's creative power in time: 


the divine wisdom is one and the same in great things and small. It is the same in plants and 
insects as in the destinies of entire nations and empires, and we must not imagine that God is not 
powerful enough to apply his wisdom to things of great moment. To believe that God's wisdom 
is not active in everything is to show humility towards the material rather than towards the divine 
wisdom itself. Besides nature is a theater of secondary importance compared with world history. 
Nature is a field in which the divine Idea operates in a non-conceptual medium (ibid). 

The idea of Logos entered world history in Greece at some point 
during the fourth century BC, when Anaxagoras claimed that "nous" 
governed the world. Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle refined Anaxagoras's 
idea, but ultimately Greek philosophy could not sustain its own insights. 
By the time Justinian put an end to the Platonic Academy in 529 AD, 
Greek philosophy had degenerated into Neo-Platonism, which was 


another word for magic, which was the antithesis of Logos. 
The Phenomenon of 1979: Khomeini and Wojtyla 


In 1979, Logos made itself manifest in world history during a 
world-wide revolt against materialism. It began in Iran in February 1979 
when the Ayatollah Khomeini arrived in Tehran after the departure of 
the Shah. 


Jewish Hollywood's sexual revolution had created a world-wide 
wave of revulsion that would propel a number of world leaders into 
positions of political power. Ronald Reagan was one of these leaders; 
the Ayatollah Khomeini was another. Even though Reagan collaborated 
with the Ayatollah in prolonging the 1979 hostage crisis, more often 
than not, these leaders had nothing in common other than the wave of 
revulsion that swept them into power. 


Hegel would have called that wave of revulsion the World Spirit. 
According to Hegel, "Reason is the Sovereign of the World." This 
means that in some fundamental sense the history of the world is a 
rational process, one which, as in the case of horror films (Alien is the 
sequel to Deep Throat), often makes use of "the cunning of reason" to 
contradict the intentions of its protagonists. Reason is both the form of 
the universe and the Infinite Energy which sets Matter in motion. 
Because history is a rational process, universal history is the 
manifestation of a "Spirit whose nature is always one and the same, but 
which unfolds this its one nature in the phenomena of the World's 
existence." In formulating his philosophy of history, Hegel, as Copleston 
has pointed out, "argues indeed that this is simply conscientiously 
applying to history as a whole the Christian doctrine of divine 
providence," even if "Hegel's metaphysics drives him to conclusions to 
which the Christian theologian is not committed" (A History of 
Philosophy, Vol. 7 [1963]). 


Four months before the Ayatollah Khomeini came to power in Iran 
in February 1979, the Catholic Church dealt with the "malaise" by 
elevating a 58-year-old Pole by the name of Karol Wojtyla to the chair 
of Peter. According to Wojtyla, the "malaise" of 1979 derived from "the 
dehumanizing tendencies of modern culture — a threat he saw as much 
in the rampant modernizing capitalism of the West as in the atheistic 


materialism of the East." 


Four months after Khomeini arrived in Tehran, in June of 1979, 
Pope John Paul II arrived in Warsaw to say Mass for one million of his 
fellow Poles and to set in motion the chain of events that would relegate 
Communism to the dustbin of history. 


In 1979 the repressed returned when the Ayatollah Khomeini 
created an Islamic Republic based on the rule of the guardians or velayat 
I-faqih. The rule of the guardians meant a rejection of the American idea 
of the separation of church and state which America's Catholic bishops 
endorsed after Vatican II. 


The course of Logos in world history is dialectic, which means that 
every successful revolution leads to a civil war. 


In December 1979, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan. The 
result was an alliance between Islam and capitalism, which funded the 
Mujahideen, who succeeded in driving the Soviets out of Afghanistan in 
1989. 


Once religion and capitalism united to destroy Communism, it was 
only a matter of time before religion and capitalism would be at war 
with each other. This is precisely what happened in 2003 when the 
United States invaded Iraq and formally declared war on Islam. So, in 
the grand scheme of things, 1968 led to 1979, which led to 1989, which 
led to 2003 which led to the financial collapse of 2008, which led to the 
mess we are in today, but this trajectory also shows that World Spirit 
arrives at the truth by way of dialectic. Every successful revolution leads 
to a civil war. This means that there is no "End of History," as Francis 
Fukuyama claimed at the end of the Cold War, but it also means that the 
dialectic always labors in the service of Logos, which is to say, in the 
service of God's providence. No matter how messy their activity seems, 
the mills of history always grind out the truth. History is dialectical, but 
it is also teleological; it is always in some sense a manifestation of God's 
will. To say that it isn't is to affirm the atheism which ended up in the 
dustbin of history in 1979. 


History would prove to be dialectical for Islam as well. Just as the 
CIA-Muslim alliance against the Soviets in Afghanistan collapsed in the 
wake of its short-lived triumph and has been replaced by the current war 


which the United States is now waging on Islam, so too the intra-Islamic 
Sunni-Shi'a alliance against the Soviet Union has also collapsed, into the 
Islamic civil war in Syria, Libya, Iraq, and now Yemen. In Syria, that 
war pits the Shi'ite Lebanese Hezbollah, which has allied itself with the 
reigning Assad regime, against the Salafist "freedom fighters," who are 
being bankrolled by a coalition of forces made up of the United States, 
Saudi Arabia, and Qatar. 


In 1989 the Berlin wall came down, and within two years 
Communism and then the Soviet Union collapsed. This was also the 
year in which the Ayatollah Khomeini died, and the year in which his 
successor approved birth control. The results of that change have proven 
disastrous for Iran, which has seen its birth rate go from 3.4 in the period 
immediately following the revolution to 1.7, which is to say below 
replacement level, which is where it stands today. If this demographic 
collapse continues, Iran will cease to exist as a nation after 2,500 years 
of history. 


In this instance, we see the reverse of what happened in 1979. The 
same Catholic Church which abandoned the traditional teaching on the 
relationship between church and state in 1965 reaffirmed the Church's 
teaching on birth control in 1968, setting off a revolution within the 
Church that has lasted to this day. The guardians who established the 
velayat I-fagih in Iran in 1979 allowed birth control in 1989. 


History, as I said, is dialectical. Every successful revolution leads 
to a civil war. But the reverse is also true. Thesis and antithesis have a 
natural affinity to combine as a new synthesis. The current war between 
the United States and Islam, its former ally in the anti-Communist 
crusade, has created a new synthesis or alliance, if you will, between 
Catholicism and Shi'a Islam. 


This dialectical convergence began in 1979 when the force of 
history brought two nations together which had nothing in common but 
their revulsion at materialism. It grew over the next fifteen years almost 
in spite of itself, finding expression in the Vatican-Iranian alliance 
against abortion at the United Nations Cairo population conference in 
1994. Evidence that that alliance has perdured can be found in the New 
York Times editorial of February of 2013 denouncing the "Axis of Evil" 
— Tran, Russia, and the Vatican — because of their opposition to 


"women's rights," i.e. abortion. Now, when ISIS is murdering Christians 
in Iraq and Libya, the only military force with boots on the ground 
combating Isis is Iran. 


Reason governs the world. World history "is therefore a rational 
process" (Hegel, Lectures). It is our task to read history to discern God's 
will. The common ground which we share in that endeavor is Logos, 
which is the inner working of the mind of God in history and the true 
source of peace and order on this earth. 


CHAPTER SEVEN: 


Case Study: The Rape Crisis in India 


The Case of Jyoti Singh Pandey 


When Jyoti Singh Pandey, a 23-year-old call operator and medical 
student, and her boyfriend left the movie theater in Saket, South Delhi 
on the night of December 16, 2012, after watching the film Life of Pi, 
they found that the buses had stopped running and that the local cabbies 
wouldn't take them where they wanted to go. At a loss on how to get 
back home, they were suddenly approached by a man who said his bus 
was available. 


Unbeknownst to the couple, the bus, which had tinted windows and 
was therefore not licensed for service in Delhi, had been commandeered 
earlier that day by Ram Singh, a psychopath with a drinking problem 
who had a history of rage-fueled run-ins with the law. Subsequent 
investigation revealed a history of frequent drinking that resulted in 
"blinding rage," "bad temper," and quarrels with employers, all of which 
had led those who knew Singh to call him "mental." Ram and his brother 
Mukesh, who was also along for the ride, lived in Ravidas, a slum in 
South Delhi. Joining them earlier that same day, were Vinay Sharma, an 
assistant gym instructor, Pawan Gupta, a fruit seller, Ashkay Thakur, 
who had come to Dehli seeking employment, and a 17-year-old juvenile 
from Uttar Pradesh. During their day of driving the unlicensed bus 
around Delhi, the six men ate, drank, and got drunk, and when their 
money ran out, they picked up a carpenter, robbed him of 8,000 rupees 
and then kicked him out of the bus. 


Once the bus left the movie theater in Saket, Jyoti's boyfriend 
noticed that it was not taking the normal route. He protested to Ram 
Singh and when that had no effect, tried to force the door open. His 
objections enraged the other passengers who began taunting him, asking 


him why he and his girlfriend were out alone at such a late hour. When 
he tried again to get the bus driver to stop and let them out, the five men 
on the bus started beating him until he was finally knocked unconscious 
after being hit on the head with an iron rod. The men dragged Jyoti to 
the back of the bus and began beating and raping her. The same iron rod 
that knocked her boyfriend unconscious was used to penetrate Jyoti, 
causing massive internal injuries, injuries which would prove fatal. In 
spite of non-stop medical intervention over the next week and a half, 
including a six-hour flight by air-ambulance to Singapore on December 
27, Jyoti's condition continued to deteriorate, and she died at 4:45 am on 
December 29, Singapore Standard Time. 


Within 24 hours, six men were arrested in connection with the 
incident. Gupta admitted his guilt shortly after his arrest and told the 
police he deserved to be hanged for what he had done. Mukesh Singh 
was placed in Tihar Jail, where he was assaulted by other inmates and 
then transferred to solitary confinement for his own protection. 


The rape sparked protests across India. On December 21, thousands 
of protesters marched in front of the Parliament in New Dehli and 
battled with police, who fought back with a water cannon and tear gas. 
Thousands marched silently in Kolkata. One day later the seven metro 
stations around the parliament were closed to discourage further violent 
protests. Two days later the police closed nine stations as the intensity of 
the anger and protests grew. Denied an outlet in New Delhi, the protests 
spread across India and then beyond its borders to Nepal, Sri Lanka, 
Pakistan and Bangladesh. In Paris, demonstrators handed a petition to 
the Indian embassy demanding that the government make India safer for 
women. 


The world was horrified, but the rape of Jyoti Singh was only the 
tip of the iceberg in India, where rape had reached epidemic proportions. 
Police figures showed that one rape was reported every eighteen hours 
and that reported rape cases rose by nearly 17 percent between 2007 and 
2011, but none of these figures addressed the real problem, namely, that 
rape had become so common that it was, more often than not, not 
reported. According to Ruchira Gupta, rape incidents had increased by a 
stunning 873 per cent since India gained independence. Two weeks 
before the rape of Jyoti Singh, a 13-year-old girl from the Jind district 


was abducted by four boys, raped, and then left by the roadside. After 
crawling to a nearby brick kiln for help, the girl was raped again by two 
workers there. When they let her go, she was raped yet again by the 
rickshaw driver who offered to take her home and, once again, left by 
the roadside, where she was picked up by a truck driver and his 
assistant, who both raped her repeatedly for nine days. Eventually the 
police found the girl after her father filed a missing person report. 


Joining the chorus of outrage, newly appointed Prime Minister 
Narendra Modi said that India should hang its head in shame over the 
ongoing rape crisis. As an antidote he proposed building separate toilet 
facilities for boys and girls in school and putting an end to outdoor 
defecation, which, according to a report in The Telegraph, would "allow 
women and girls to avoid having to leave their homes to go outside at 
dawn and dusk, when the risk of being raped and attacked is much 
greater." According to a BBC report, around 400 women could have 
"escaped" rape if they had a toilet in their homes. 


Fear of rape threatened tourism by redefining the image of the 
Indian in the world's mind. After the rapes, India was no longer 
considered a safe destination inhabited by peaceful people. In 2014, 
Finance Minister Arun Jaitley commented that "one small incident of 
rape in Delhi, advertised world-over is enough to cost us billions of 
dollars in terms of lower tourism." The US State Department's website 
warned female travelers to "observe stringent security precautions” and 
"avoid travelling alone in hired taxis, especially at night." 


On March 11, 2013, Ram Singh was discovered hanging from a 
ventilator shaft in his cell at about 5:45 am. Authorities said it was 
unclear whether it was a suicide or a murder. Nine months later, on 
December 10, the remaining four adult defendants were found guilty of 
rape, murder, unnatural offenses and destruction of evidence. 
Demonstrators demanded that the men be hanged. 


During the time between the rape and the trial, the bad news kept 
coming in. One month after the rape in Delhi, a 32-year-old Indian 
woman from the state of West Bengal was abducted and then sexually 
violated while travelling on a train to New Delhi with her 10-year-old 
son. After the rape, the woman was strangled and then hanged from a 
tree. The half-naked corpse of the woman was found by locals, her 


clothes a few meters away from her body. The writer concluded his 
report on this incident by claiming that "India is just another country 
where morals have long since departed and anarchy is permitted by the 
weak and corrupt." 


Looking for Causes 


One year after the death of Jyoti Singh, India was still struggling to 
understand the cause or causes of the rape epidemic. On December 16, 
2013, Meera Syal told the crowd at a memorial service in London that 
"We need to hold on to that anger and demand that the Indian 
Government enforces all the promised changes of its recent Criminal 
Law Amendment Act, which changed laws to expand the definition of 
rape and incorporated new offences including acid attack, sexual 
harassment, voyeurism and stalking." She also said that activists needed 
to act in solidarity with other organizations to stop violence against 
women and girls around the world. Some blamed the wave of rapes on 
the legal system, claiming that low conviction rates among those 
accused of rape encouraged violence against women. They faulted a 
"culture of impunity," which allowed Ram Singh to tell his partners in 
crime as they cleaned the bus, "not to worry, nothing will happen." 
Commenting on the "culture of impunity," one writer claimed: 


Ram Singh and his five fellow rapists were right. After all, the conviction rate for rape cases in 
India, between 2001 and 2010, is only 26 per cent. And in Delhi, in the same period, only one in 
four culprits of reported rape was punished, reveals a survey by Thomson Reuters' Trust Law 
Women. In the case of Muslim and Dalit women, the rate of conviction is almost nil. Three Dalit 
women are raped daily in some part of our country. When Bhanwari Devi was raped in a 
Rajasthan village, the judge asked, "How can a Dalit woman be raped?" Most women say they 
wouldn't even think of telling the police about an attack for fear the cops would ignore them or 
worse blame them and abuse them. This culture of impunity certainly emboldened Ram Singh 
but the more important question is, what motivated him? It is no coincidence that the family 
names of the rapists are Singh, Sharma, Gupta and Thakur — all upper caste men whose sense of 
traditional entitlement based on their caste may have been challenged in the big city of Delhi. 
Were Ram Singh and his rape cohort simply claiming masculinity as promoted by their role 
models in politics, business and the media? 


The discussion of the Indian rape epidemic was complicated by the 
caste system. In Haryana, where the rape epidemic was most virulent, 
most of the victims were Dalits and most of the perpetrators members of 
the Jat or landlord class, among whom the following saying is common: 
"If a Jat has not had sex with his siri's (farm laborer's) wife and 
daughter, then he is not worthy of calling himself a Jat." Thenmazhi 


Soundarajan claimed that "India's Caste Culture is a Rape Culture" and 
compared the Indian rape epidemic to the history of lynching in the 
South during the period following the American Civil War: "Just as 
there is no way to understand sexual violence in the history of the 
United States without understanding racism, there is no way to 
understand the frequency and lack of punishment of violence against 
women in India right now without understanding caste." She too felt that 
the caste system has created a "culture of impunity," in which upper 
class men can rape Dalit women without fear of reprisal. Soundarajan 
cited a UN report issued by Rashida Manjoo, which claimed that behind 
caste stood "patriarchy," in particular a "deeply entrenched patriarchal 
attitude of police officers, prosecutors, judicial officers." 


The fact that the caste system preceded the current rape epidemic 
by millennia has more thoughtful observers in Haryana looking 
elsewhere for an explanation. Sube Singh, for example, claims that 
movies and television are responsible for the rapes: "I believe this is 
happening because our youth are being badly influenced by cinema and 
television. I think that girls should be married at the age of sixteen, so 
that they have their husbands for their sexual needs, and they don't need 
to go elsewhere. This way rapes will not occur," commented Singh. 


Singh was not alone. When asked for their opinion men, more often 
than not, blamed western culture as the source of the rape epidemic. 
This most often found expression in blaming the victims, whose clothing 
styles showed that they had been corrupted by western culture. Men who 
come to big cities like Delhi looking for work are shocked at seeing 
young women wearing tight western clothing that, in their minds at 
least, leaves nothing to the imagination. Men from the villages who are 
accustomed to seeing women wearing the ghunghat, or traditional veil, 
in public arrive in Delhi to find themselves sexually overstimulated by 
the Delhi girls, who 


are like mangoes. What do you do with the fruit? You eat it, suck it, and throw it away. These 
women are being used and overused. Sometimes, they have ten boyfriends. In such a situation, 
how can you stop rapes? The current discourse is being created by elites and it ends there. You 
have all these rich people talking on TV, but if the rich want to have fun, they can afford to hire 
women and go to a hotel. Where will a poor man go? 


Ram Kishen, fifty-three years old, a farmer from Bhiwani, said 
much the same thing: "Of course, girls are solely responsible for the 


rapes that happen. We must marry them off when they are fifteen. Why 
should a girl remain unmarried even in her late twenties? Girls in big 
cities are given too much freedom. They are allowed to go out with men 
at night and roam about. What else do you expect in such a situation?" 


To give an extreme example of blaming the victim, on January 10, 
2013 Manohar Lal Sharma, one of the six defendants' defense lawyers, 
claimed that the victims were responsible for the assault because they, as 
an unmarried couple, should not have been using public transportation 
or being seen together on the streets at night. "Until today," Sharma 
continued, "I have not seen a single incident of rape with a respected 
lady." Sharma went on to claim that Jyoti's boyfriend was "wholly 
responsible" for the incident because he "failed in his duty to protect the 
woman." The defendants' lawyer wasn't the only one to blame the 
victims. Guru Asaram Bapu claimed that the victim was to blame for her 
own assault because she could have stopped the attack if she had 
"chanted God's name and fallen at the feet of her attackers." 


Narendra Rana, aged thirty-three, a farmer from Rajasthan echoed 
the feelings of the farmer from Bhiwani: "Most of the time it's the girls 
who invite such problems. Look at the Delhi case. Why was the girl out 
at that time of night? I heard when she got onto the bus with the man, 
they started kissing. So it's not the fault of the men who raped her. Why 
would she want to do such a thing in a public space?" he asked. "Girls 
are being given all the freedom in this world, which they are misusing. If 
you want to curb these incidents, just take away this freedom." 


The Feminist Case 


As soon as the word "freedom" was mentioned, the debate 
polarized into two irreconcilable camps: the traditionalists, mostly male, 
on the one side, and the feminists, on the other. The Indian traditionalists 
blamed the women themselves because of how they dressed and 
behaved under the influence of western culture. The feminists blamed 
"patriarchy." Both sides in the debate spent a considerable amount of 
time and energy ridiculing the opposite position. According to the 
feminists: 


If you listen to men across India, you would know enough of them want to keep women in a box 
or thrust them back if they have escaped. This impulse expresses itself in a myriad ways: as brute 
misogyny or stifling protectionism. But running common through it all is a fear and abhorrence 


of women who display autonomy over their own bodies and sexuality. Women's clothes, you 
would imagine, are the "greatest internal security threat in this country." No culture, profession 
or age group — no level of education or exposure — seems to make men immune to this. Here's 
what Basheer Tawheedi, a 40-year-old lecturer in Kashmir, lists as reasons for rape: modern 
culture, girls wearing "inviting dresses", less parental supervision, a decline in religious pieties, 
and a free mingling of the two sexes. "Of course, women's freedom is responsible for the rise in 
sexual crimes," he told TEHELKA. "How can we expect that dry grass with petrol near it under 
scorching heat won't catch fire?" 


By blaming the rapes on "patriarchy," the feminists marginalized 
the role which western culture in general and widespread dissemination 
of pornography in particular played in the attacks. Ruchira Gupta, who 
works "to organize women in prostitution to resist their own and their 
daughter's rape," raises the porn issue, which is a subset of the western 
culture issue, only to discard it by pointing the finger at patriarchy and 
arguing for gender equality as the only solution to the problem: 


I would be curious to know if Ram Singh was socialized into believing that sex was connected to 
violence through countless hours of watching porn? I wonder if the police will ask this question 
during their investigation? Or have they normalized the degradation of women, so much, that 
they will not explore the root causes of the rape. 


Gupta found that her campaign "to change the anti-trafficking law 
to punish customers and pimps" ran into resistance from "politicians, 
senior police officials, heads of foundations and even policy makers" 
who "trivialize, normalize, tolerate, or even condone rape" because they 
"perpetuate the inevitability of male female inequality." 


Whenever the feminists were asked for their opinion, the answer to 
the rape crisis "gender equality," generally involved massive amounts of 
social engineering. In order to end the rape crisis, Indian culture had to 
be re-engineered from top to bottom: 


An essential part of efforts to create a contemporary and democratic society where full gender 
equality is the norm is to recognize the right to equal participation of women and men, girls and 
boys, in all areas of society. Any society that claims to defend principles of legal, political, 
economic, and social equality for women and girls must reject the idea that women and children, 
mostly girls, are commodities inside or outside the home, upper or lower class or caste. We need 
to make efforts to create a society where women and girls can live lives free of all forms of male 
violence. In combination with public education, awareness-raising campaigns, and victim 
support, the law and other legislation needs to establish a zero tolerance policy for sexual 
exploitation and violence against women. The law needs to recognize that without men's demand 
for and use of women and girls for sexual exploitation, the rape culture would not be able 
flourish and expand. For example, a good response would be to require every registered 
business, which requires a license to operate, to subject all employees to a sensitization on zero 
tolerance of sexual violence in and out of the work place. License renewal could be made 
dependent on the business submitting certificates to show that their employees have undergone 


Zero Tolerance of Sexual Violence training. 


In order to ensure the success of their Zero Tolerance of Sexual 
Violence training, the feminists were demanding that "the political, 
social, and economic conditions under which women and girls live must 
be ameliorated by introducing development measures for poverty 
reduction, sustainable development, and social programs focusing 
specifically on women among others." In order to fulfill her rights as an 
individual in a modern constitutional democracy, a woman needs 
"complete autonomy over her body, her choices, her movement and her 
right to work." This means concretely that anyone holding public office, 
say, "a minister, a judge, a policeman, a bureaucrat or any government 
functionary" who is caught "voicing or acting on any misogynistic 
impulse should automatically invite censure or removal." Then realizing 
belatedly the utopian nature of what she just said, the author adds, "This 
does not happen, but it is time it should. Nothing would send out a 
clearer message to society than a Constitutional principle made visible." 
The answer to the rape crisis was, in short, feminism and social 
engineering. 


Speaking at a discussion about the media's reporting on the Delhi 
rape, social scientist Nivedita Menon said one of the most gratifying 
aspects of watching young girls and boys protest the rape was to see that 
the idea of feminism and equal rights had percolated through every layer 
of society onto the street. The slogans and placards spoke of an 
emancipated consciousness that was in the skin, beyond any studied 
political positions or self-conscious feminism. According to Sukalyan 
Roy, aged twenty-seven, a marketing executive in Delhi, a successful 
woman was someone "who is truly independent, who can live with her 
family or on her own, take her own decisions, dress as she wants, go 
where she wants and have as many sexual partners as she chooses." 


The Muslims for the most part took the traditionalist position and 
dismissed Indian feminists for their "wishful thinking." Feminism was 
an expression of the same western culture that had created the rape 
epidemic in the first place: 


Indian feminists, like their western counterparts, are insisting that they should be able to go out 
at any time of the night, wearing anything they want, and should expect not to be harassed by 
men. Such wishful thinking and a complete lack of appreciation for men's nature is leading to 
situations like that of the woman who was brutally gang raped after going to a late night movie 


with a male friend who was not her husband. 


Eventually word of the rapes reached New York City, and Eve 
Ensler, the author of The Vagina Monologues, packed her bags and 
headed east. Author and activist Eve Ensler, who organised One Billion 
Rising, a global campaign to end violence against women and girls, said 
that the gang rape and murder was a turning point in India and around 
the world. Ensler said that she had travelled to India at the time of the 
rape and murder and that 


after having worked every day of my life for the last 15 years on sexual violence, I have never 
seen anything like that, where sexual violence broke through the consciousness and was on the 
front page, nine articles in every paper every day, in the center of every discourse, in the center 
of the college students’ discussions, in the center of any restaurant you went in. And I think 
what's happened in India, India is really leading the way for the world. It's really broken through. 
They are actually fast-tracking laws. They are looking at sexual education. They are looking at 
the bases of patriarchy and masculinity and how all that leads to [rape]. 


Enter The Vagina Monologues 


The Vagina Monologues was a piece of Reichian agit-prop that 
promoted lesbianism, masturbation and child molestation among 
sexually conservative populations (Ensler admitted targeting the 
campuses of universities with religious affiliation) in the name of 
curbing violence against women. What follows has been excerpted from 
an article of mine on a performance of The Vagina Monologues at Notre 
Dame University in February 2003. 


The purpose of The Vagina Monologues, especially as performed 
on college campuses across the United States, is to break down the 
natural sexual reserve and modesty of the largely female teenage 
performers and audience as a prelude to colonization. It was a classic 
instance of sexual liberation as political control. At Catholic campuses, 
the point of this exercise was, if anything, clearer. As Wilhelm Reich, 
the father of the sexual liberation of the '60s made clear, the chief 
opponent of revolution in general and sexual revolution (a term Reich 
coined) in particular was the Catholic Church. As a Communist and 
Freudian revolutionary in both Vienna and Berlin in the 1930s, Reich 
quickly learned that it was pointless to debate things like the existence 
of God with seminarians. Reich, however, also learned that if those 
Same seminarians could be involved in sexual activity, the idea of God 
simply "evaporated" from their minds. The point then was to break 


down Catholic political resistance by changing their sexual behavior, 
and the first step in changing their sexual behavior involved breaking 
their sense of modesty, which, according to the Catechism of the 
Catholic Church, 


protects the intimate center of the person. It means refusing to unveil what should remain hidden. 
It is ordered to chastity to whose sensitivity it bears witness. It guides how one looks at others 
and behaves toward them in conformity with the dignity of persons and their solidarity. 

The performance of The Vagina Monologues at Notre Dame is 
completely consistent with the strategy of sexual revolution that has 
devastated both the Catholic Church and this country over the past forty 
years. The recent priest sex scandals were a media-orchestrated 
campaign to marginalize the Church even further. (A commentator from 
The Weekly Standard opined on CNN that the Catholic Church had no 
right to comment on the impending war in Iraq because of the priest sex 
scandals). Those scandals followed on the heels of the heart of the 
campaign, which involved the sexualization of the culture. The 
sexualization of the Catholic clergy, something which I have 
documented in detail in my book Libido Dominandi, followed naturally 
and, in a sense, automatically from the sexualization of the culture, 
especially since the clergy and institutions like the University of Notre 
Dame were so eager to assimilate to the newly sexualized America of 
the '60s. 


The elements of The Vagina Monologues which Notre Dame 
president Edward Malloy refuses to specify are not offensive "because 
they contravene positions of the Catholic Church" — the Catholic 
Church has no position on the smell of Notre Dame coeds' vaginas — 
they are offensive because they are deliberate and calculated violation of 
common decency, a violation which is not redeemed or eliminated by 
discussions in "a responsible academic setting" after the fact. The 
purpose of The Vagina Monologues is the desensitization of Notre Dame 
students, in other words, the subversion of their sense of modesty as a 
prelude to the subversion of their morals. The Vagina Monologues is not 
art; it is not scholarship; it is not even discourse; it is social engineering. 
Assuming that a discussion after the fact will somehow ameliorate its 
offensiveness is deeply delusional. It's like saying that it's okay to toss 
the psychic and moral equivalent of a hand grenade into a crowded 
classroom as long as there is a panel discussion afterward. Malloy 


himself said the play was offensive. No discussion is going to change 
that fact. 


The students in this regard are smarter than Father Malloy. They 
know that there is nothing to discuss. Campus Vagina coordinator 
Lindsey Horvath announced that a discussion would follow the 
performance I attended. After the performance, she announced again 
that there would be time for discussion and questions. When the hall was 
emptying out, she asked, "Doesn't anybody have any questions?" The 
answer is no. There is nothing to discuss. The students were about as 
capable of discussing their participation in The Vagina Monologues as a 
rat in a maze would be capable of discussing why it got a food pellet 
rather than an electric shock. The Vagina Monologues is not something 
that students study; it is something that is done to students to produce 
behavioral and psychic effects. Its main purpose is to break down their 
modesty and change their morals. The students were being acted upon 
(even if by other students) in a way that was calculated to modify their 
behavior, not clarify their thought. If anything, the play was an attempt 
to short-circuit the thinking process. It was a deliberate attempt to 
subvert reason by shock and arousal of passion. 


The Vagina Monologues involves a violation of academic norms 
because it involves a violation of human norms. It is not meant to 
facilitate the discovery of the truth; it is a deliberate attempt to thwart 
that discovery by either the arousal of passion or the creation of the 
numbed shock which is the most logical outcome of the direct and 
intentional violation of human decency. As social engineering. The 
Vagina Monologues is the orchestration of obscenity for political 
purposes. As social engineering, it has more in common with the 
Tuskeegee syphilis experiments than the performance and/or discussion 
of a play by Shakespeare. As such, it has no place in any public forum, 
much less at a university, much less at a Catholic university. It is 
deliberately obscene, which is to say in the etymological sense, 
something that should not take place on stage. By allowing it to appear 
on stage, Notre Dame is enabling not education but rather the social 
engineering of its students. It is allowing outside agents to come in and 
deliberately offend their modesty and subvert their morals. The fact that 
many Gender Studies students were required to attend this performance 


only underscores the intrinsically coercive nature of the performance. 
Father Malloy is either too stupid to see this, or he has been so cowed by 
the canons of "academic" respectability that he lacks the courage to stop 
something that any reasonable person could see as wrong. 


One year after local ordinary Bishop John M. Darcy's anguished 
but ultimately ineffectual hand-wringing letter, the play was put on 
again. The 2003 version which was authorized by Eve Ensler was pretty 
much the same as the version I had seen at St. Mary's a few years before. 
The thirteen year old who got molested by a lesbian is now sixteen, but 
no note of condemnation has intruded into this pornographic paean to 
child molestation. In order to make a stab at being fair to heterosexuals, 
Ensler has included a monologue which "was based on an interview with 
a woman who had a good experience with a man." Lindsey Horvath 
reads the line with a straight face and seems surprised when it elicits a 
laugh from the crowd. The laughter over the fact that one woman "had a 
good experience with a man" highlights by contrast the otherwise 
unremittingly lesbian atmosphere of the other monologues. Everything 
in the monologues is suffused with a homoerotic glow. Whatever is not 
intended to shock is intended to arouse. That includes the descriptions of 
child molestation and the brutal descriptions of rape as well. All 
heterosexual sex is rape in the Monologues, but rape is portrayed in a 
way that lesbian sadists would find arousing as well. Since most of those 
attending were not lesbians, they can honestly say that they did not find 
these scenes arousing, but that does not change the intention behind 
them. 


Secondly, allowing randy undergraduate males to have their say 
makes explicit what has always been just beneath the surface in any 
performance of The Vagina Monologues, namely the fact that the 
deliberate destruction of modesty is something which is going to make 
violence against women more likely not less likely. Mr. Buckley playing 
the Vagina Avenger declared his willingness to pleasure vaginas 
wherever possible. Is it too far-fetched to think he or some of the people 
whose modesty was assaulted by his speech might insist on this at some 
point? Modesty is the first defense against this sort of exploitation, but 
modesty was deliberately violated and ridiculed by the people putting on 
the play. 


Which brings us to the real message of the play, something which 
came out in the monologue "My Short Skirt," which is about being 
deliberately sexually provocative and at the same time denying that fact 
and using it against its victims. The Vagina Monologues is a perfect 
mirror of the culture of political control through sexual arousal. The fact 
that it was performed at Notre Dame means that Notre Dame accepts its 
role as an agent of the government-sponsored sexualization of American 
Catholics. This goes to the heart of Hesburgh's deal with the 
Rockefellers. In exchange for large amounts of money from foundations 
and the federal government, Hesburgh agreed to turn Notre Dame into 
an instrument of social engineering for America's Catholics. Notre 
Dame cannot object to a performance of The Vagina Monologues, no 
matter how crude and blasphemous it becomes, because they have 
accepted their role as the instrument which is to bring about the 
sexualization of America's Catholics. Notre Dame, in other words, is 
getting paid by the government to engage in the social engineering of 
Catholics, and since sexual liberation is the prime form of social 
engineering, The Vagina Monologues will continue to be performed on 
campus, no matter how offensive or blasphemous it becomes. To ban the 
play would call their allegiance to the regime into question. 


By arousing the sexual passions of the male students who attend its 
performance, The Vagina Monologues encourages the rape and violence 
against women which it purports to prevent. When I brought up the fact 
that the play was a deliberate assault on modesty and, therefore, 
something which made violence against women more likely, Mr. 
Romano dismissed the possibility out of hand, but the word "modesty" 
set off a reaction from three students on the other side of the room, who, 
it turns out, were secret papalist Catholics. They took the modesty ball 
and dribbled it up and down the court for a while, eliciting positive 
remarks from some of the other girls in the room but negative comments 
from Mr. Romano. At one point one of the undercover Catholics urged 
the pro-Monologue faction to attend an upcoming lecture by Christopher 
West and offered to give the other students tracts by the pope on the 
theology of the body. "The pope is really cool," he concluded. 


This did not elicit howls of protest from the students in attendance, 
something which might have happened if faculty commissars from the 


Gender Studies program had been in attendance. So — pace, your 
excellency — it's better that nobody over the age of twenty-one showed 
up for the discussion. The students may be brainwashed; they may be 
incapable of reading a text and coming up with the meaning of the 
words on the page in front of them, but at least they are not being paid as 
government agents of sexual subversion, the job description of the 
average college professor. 


The Rape Crisis in India was, in other words, a crisis that this 
Jewish sexual revolutionary was not going to let go to waste. The arrival 
of Eve Enssler was a sign that the feminists, i.e., the Jewish ladies from 
New York City, were attempting to take control of the discussion. In an 
interview in The Forward, Ensler announced that The Vagina 
Monologues had been performed in "villages in India." Ensler was, in 
other words, now targeting another traditional, sexually conservative 
culture, promoting sexual deviance as the antidote to sexual violence. 
Ensler came from a long line of Jewish sexual revolutionaries, most 
notably Wilhelm Reich, who advocated the promotion of masturbation 
among women as a way of destroying the cultural hegemony of the 
Catholic Church over Austria during the 1920s. When the interviewer 
asked Ensler if she were Jewish, she responded by saying that her 
Jewish identity was "a cultural thing." Ensler then told The Forward that 
she: 


had a Jewish father, a Jewish family, and I had chicken liver with my aunt every Saturday. I 
grew up in a tradition where having ideas and contributing to the community and creating art that 
had an impact on the world mattered. That's part of the Jewish tradition. The comedy that's in me 
is very much part of Jewish theater history. When I look at my own heart as a social activist, 
there's the spirit of Emma Goldman and Hannah Arendt and so many others. 


Roughly one week before Jyoti Singh was raped, Ensler was calling 
for: 


a billion women across the planet who have been raped or beaten to walk out of their houses, 
schools, and jobs to dance [at a designated time and place]. So far, 172 countries have signed up. 
So have unions, bishops and stars, and it's growing. Look at our website [onebillionrising.org] to 
see the groups that have joined. It would be great if the Jewish community — synagogues and 
Jewish leaders — could get involved. A lot of churches have signed up. Many Jewish actors 
have signed on. But we'd like this to be a massive wave. We want everybody with us. 


The Jews and Indian Cinema 


As Jay Gertzman has pointed out in his book Bootleggers and 
Smuthounds, there has never been a time when pornography as the 


vehicle for cultural sexual subversion has not been associated with Jews, 
certainly not in America where it grew up in the shadow of Hollywood. 
The crisis came in the 1920s, when the Jews who controlled Hollywood 
tried to sexualize American culture by smuggling nudity, ridicule of the 
clergy, and promotion of homosexuality into their films. 


It turns out that India was no exception to this rule. On July 7, 
1896, a representative of the Lumière Brothers in Paris screened the first 
motion picture in India at Bombay's Watsons Hotel less than seven 
months after its original screening in Paris (Tejaswini Ganti, Producing 
Bollywood [2013]). Seventeen years later, at around the same time that 
their co-religionists were getting started in Hollywood, the Jews created 
Hindi cinema in India. Jewish involvement in the Hindi film industry 
began with Jewish actresses, who were both lighter skinned than their 
Hindu and Islamic counterparts and willing to break the taboo banning 
women from performing on screen. "Shalom Bollywood: The Untold 
Story of Indian Cinema" "reveals how these Jewish stars, working with 
other Jews in Bollywood, pushed the boundaries of Indian cinema to 
make Bollywood what it is" today (shalombollywood.com). In "The 
Jews Who Built Bollywood," Zeddy Lawrence claims that the first 
actresses in the Hindi film industry were Jewish. They succeeded 
because respectable Indian women would not act on stage and because 
Jewish women, who often took Muslim names, were willing to "show 
their flesh" (totallyjewish.com). Jews predominated in other areas as 
well: 


It's not just women though who have made their mark on Bollywood. On March 14, 1931 the 
first full-length Indian talkie, Alam Ara, opened in Bombay. Its script was written by a 
playwright from the Parsi Imperial Theatrical Company, called Joseph David. The film starred 
Prithviraj Kapoor, father of the late lamented king of Indian cinema Raj Kapoor. Interestingly, 
the actor counted a certain Jewish writer Bunny Reuben as one of his closest friends. Bunny is 
the Barry Norman of Bollywood, an acclaimed film journalist, who has penned the definitive 
biographies of both Kapoor and Mehboob Khan, one of India's most influential directors. There 
were also male stars in front of the camera. If you check out the credits for the classic 1964 
movie Haqeeqat and the 1965 film The Guide, and you'll see that one of the leads in both flicks 
was an actor by the name of Levy Aaron... And so to the present day. As well as Shilpa Shetty, 
notable personalities on the Bollywood big screen include former MTV Asia presenter and star 
of Bombay Dreams, Sophiya Haque. The VJ turned actress made her big screen debut seven 
years ago in the black comedy Snip! and describes herself as "half British-Jewish, half 
Bangladeshi" (haaretz.com). 


According to Ha'aretz, the Jews succeeded because they were 
willing to "push the boundaries of Indian cinema." That, of course, is 


precisely what the Jewish filmmakers were doing in America at around 
the same time. During the early 1930s in America, the Jewish penchant 
for moral subversion led to a battle between Catholics and Hollywood 
Jews over who would control the content of what America watched in 
its movie theaters. As we have seen, after Cardinal Dougherty launched 
a financially crippling boycott of Warner Brothers theaters in 
Philadelphia and other Catholic bishops threatened to expand it into a 
nation-wide boycott, the Hollywood Jews capitulated and implemented 
the Production Code, which prohibited nudity, obscenity, and ridicule of 
religion, and would remain in force for the next thirty-one years. 


In India the Jewish penchant for moral subversion ran into the wall 
of a cultural inertia that measured its existence in millennia. The result 
was the subversion of the subverters. Indian culture won out because of 
its sheer inertia in both space and time. 


The Indian Government and the Cinema 


The sense that every film must address the theme of what it means 
to be Indian or reflect Indian thinking can be traced to the beginnings of 
Indian cinema. The early silent films were based on well-known Hindu 
epics taken from the Mahabharata and the Ramayan. The first cinema 
audiences loved seeing familiar mythological stories involving gods 
combating demons brought to life on the screen. The new Western 
invention was perfectly suited to the Indian context of storytelling, 
which relied on oral tradition. The fact that cinema techniques, such as 
special effects or low angle shots could enhance the mythical was seen 
as a great asset in the telling of heroic tales (Jonathan Torgovnik, 
Bollywood Dreams [2003]). 


According to Torgovnik, one of the "key ingredients" of the Hindi 
film is "a sense that the social order of moral order will not be changed," 
something that: 


is still apparent both in the way music and drama work together and in the portrayal of stock 
characters of Indian cinema. The villain, for example, is still given a curling moustache and a 
sinister laugh, an instantly recognizable version of the stage demons associated with Ram Leda. 
The early Hindi films were so religious that they often got 
incorporated into local prayer services: "Early film screens from 1913 
onwards took place in tents behind villages and small towns, where after 
prayers, devotees made their way to see Lord Ram or Lord Krishna 


come alive on the screen." 


Unlike America, which looked askance on government censorship, 
Indians, both in the colonial period and the period following 
independence, had no qualms about imposing strict controls on the 
Hindi film industry. "After the golden age of the 1950s and 1960s, the 
form of popular films started to change. By the 1970s, Hindi films began 
to combine all genres in a single movie, with song and dance firmly at 
the heart of the narrative." But the censorship remained: "Bollywood 
films tend to be spectacular melodramas about love and romance. 
Kissing scenes are allowed in the movies but explicit eroticism is strictly 
forbidden by the country's censorship laws." 


Government censorship buttressed Indian cultural sensibilities. 
Given the Jewish involvement in the Indian film industry and their 
penchant for pushing boundaries, it is not surprising that the Indian 
authorities viewed film as a threat to public morals and the social order 
both under English colonial rule and in the period following 
independence. Mahatma Gandhi felt that films were a foreign 
technology that promoted vice and felt that it should be treated like other 
vices like "satta," i.e., betting, gambling and horseracing (Ganti). After 
receiving a questionnaire from the film industry in late 1927, Gandhi 
responded by saying that he had no views about this "sinful technology." 
"Even if I was so minded," he continued, "I should be unfit to answer 
your questionnaire, as I have never been to a cinema. But even to an 
outsider, the evil it has done and is doing is patent. The good, if it has 
done at all, remains to be proved. Like his father, Gandhi felt that 
motion pictures were an "imported vice from the West." One of the 
promoters of the Hindi film industry later claimed that Gandhi's distaste 
for the cinema derived from the fact that most films dealt "exclusively 
with sex and love themes." 


The notion that films were a foreign vice continued in the post- 
colonial period. The film industry could never shake its reputation for 
moral subversion. Producer G. P. Sippy complained, "For entertaining 
people, you should get some reward from the government. What is a 
movie? It brings a smile on your face. If we make even one face smile, 
that's the biggest social service which a person does; instead [the 
government] will say, 'Oh you are exposing the bodies." 


Jawaharlal Nehru, Gandhi's successor, shared his skepticism about 
the moral value of film: "Under the Nehruvian developmentalist 
paradigm ... state policies treated and taxed commercial filmmaking as 
something akin to a vice." As late as 1989 the Supreme Court of India 
defended government censorship of films by arguing that: 


A film motivates thought and action and assures a high degree of attention and retention as 
compared to the printed word. The combination of act and speech, sight and sound, in semi- 
darkness of the theater, with elimination of distracting ideas will have a strong impact on the 
minds of the viewers and can affect emotions; therefore, it has as much potential for evil as it has 
for good and has an equal potential to instill or cultivate violent or good behavior. It cannot be 
equated with other modes of communication. Censorship by prior restraint is, therefore, not only 
desirable but necessary. 

The Indian government kept the film industry "in check" long after 
the Jews broke the Production Code in Hollywood with the release of 
The Pawnbroker in 1965. The belief that government censorship was 
"not only desirable but necessary" changed, however, when the Soviet 
Union, traditionally one of India's closest allies, collapsed and the 
ensuing vacuum was filled with Neoliberal propaganda and IMF loans. 
Subhash Ghai argued that the connection was far from fortuitous: 
"American films have enabled the United States to dominate the world 
culturally, even leading to the dissolution of the Soviet Union (Ganti)." 
Hollywood was the most effective weapon in the United States' cultural 
arsenal. "America became Big Brother because of the entertainment 
industry ... I would say Michael Jackson and Robert De Niro — they 
broke Russia... What is the threat? Bill Clinton? No, movies." 


The Bollywood Phenomenon 


The global wave of "privatization" which followed the collapse of 
the Soviet Union in 1991 affected the Hindi film industry dramatically 
and marked the beginning of what we now call Bollywood. Ganti claims 
that all of the changes which took place in the Indian media landscape in 
1992 were "engendered by the process of economic liberalization. After 
the advent of satellite television in 1992, dubbed by the press and some 
commentators as an ‘invasion,’ the mass media became the locus of 
public debates, controversies, and anxiety around questions of Indian 
nationhood, cultural sovereignty, authenticity, tradition, and identity." 


The reverse engineering of the Hindi film industry — i.e., creating 
Bollywood as the Indian version of Hollywood — was a capitalist 


project from its inception. It was: 


enabled by the neoliberal restructuring of the Indian state and economy — intensified from 1991, 
after the IMF mandated structural adjustment policies — resulting in a dramatically altered 
media landscape, marked first by the entry of satellite television and then by the emergence of 
the multiplex theater ... the Hindi film industry's metamorphosis into Bollywood would not have 
been possible without the rise of neoliberal economic ideals in India (Ganti). 

Capitalism, as we have come to expect, brought about the "creative 
destruction" of the moral order in both East and West. By the first 
decade of the 21% Century, thanks to the economic liberalizations that 
allowed satellite TV and the internet, India had a tradition of "home- 
grown porn." 


In India, it is legal to access pornographic material privately, but 
illegal to distribute or produce it. Because of this, the production of so- 
called "blue films" — generally soft-core — is not openly discussed. That 
has not stopped the industry, traditionally based in southern states like 
Tamil Nadu and Kerala where censorship is more relaxed, from being 
worth an estimated one billion dollars. It is thought that the slang "blue 
film" originates from the use of blue sets and lighting to conceal the 
identities of the actors and ensure that they are safeguarded from social 
stigma. Indeed, public opinion about porn stars is very negative: they 
tend to be viewed as sex workers rather than actors, a serious slur in a 
culture which attaches such shame to sexuality. 


In 1992, the year that capitalism began working its destructive 
magic on the Hindi film industry, transforming it into Bollywood, Bill 
Clinton was elected president. George H. W. Bush, Clinton's immediate 
predecessor, had vigorously prosecuted obscenity, but all obscenity 
prosecution stopped under Janet Reno, Clinton's attorney general. Pro- 
pornography Hollywood propaganda films like Boogie Nights and The 
People v. Larry Flynt brought about the failure of The Communications 
Decency Act to stem the spread of pornography to the new media and 
insured that the internet would become a conduit for the transmission of 
pornographic imagery worldwide. The arrival of satellite TV and the 
internet flooded India with sexual imagery, immediately nullifying the 
government's decades-long attempt to preserve the moral order through 
censorship of the film industry. The arrival of the IMF after the collapse 
of the Soviet Union "involved ... negotiating a transition from an earlier 
era of decolonialization and ‘high nationalism’ and into the newer times 


of globalization and finance capital" (Anandam P. Kavoori and Aswin 
Punathambekar (ed), Global Bollywood [2008]}). 


Following four decades of Nehruvian socialism, the Indian 
government liberalized the economy in 1991, relaxing restrictions and 
controls around various sectors of the economy. This economic 
liberalization was propelled by the International Monetary Fund, which 
had granted two loans to the Indian government. Consequently, state-run 
projects and government subsidies were replaced in favor of a more 
Westernized, consumerist-oriented model: Import restrictions and duties 
were relaxed, significantly for the Indian media, rules governing foreign 
investment were relaxed. This economic liberalization paved the way for 
the establishment of a number of Indian and multinational media 
companies, such as MTV India and Sony Television. These changes 
coincided with the spread of satellite technologies that led to the 
establishment of Zee TV and STAR TV (a division of Rupert Murdoch's 
News Corporation), providing Indian television audiences with a wide 
range of viewing choices. 


By the late 1990s, the Hindi film industry was in deep financial 
trouble, largely because of the highly sexualized competition that 
satellite TV provided. In 1996, K.D. Shorey, the General Secretary of 
the Film Federation of India, claimed that: 


the situation in the film industry is very alarming. While the cost of production is on the 
increase, the revenue at the box office is dwindling because of the rampant piracy of feature 
films on the cable and satellite networks ... the entertainment tax which was started by the British 
as a war-time measure, has increased to such large proportions ... that it is eating into revenue of 
films (Global Bollywood). 


The government responded to this crisis by granting the studios 
official recognition: 


On May 10, 1998, the former Information & Broadcasting minister, Sushma Swaraj, declared at 
a national conference on "Challenges before Indian Cinema," that she would shortly pass a 
Government Order declaring "industry status" for the film industry in India. This was a direct 
response to perhaps the most intense lobbying the film industry had yet down to achieve what 
Hollywood, for instance, achieved in the 1930s and what Indian cinema had been denied since 
its inception (ibid). 


After the Hindu nationalist and pro-business Bharatiya Janata Party 
conferred industry status on the film industry, dramatic changes 
followed the government's conversion to neoliberal economics. The 
entry of the Indian corporate sector in the 21st century infused 


previously unheard amounts of capital into the Hindi film industry, 
making available consistent finance, so that the risk of a film not being 
completed decreased dramatically, but global capital demands 
standardization, which meant R-rated movies, which led to the 
sexualization of Indian culture, which led to rape. The search for 
predictable outcomes in the financial realm led to unpredictable 
outcomes in the social realm. Capitalism led to sexualization, and 
sexualization led to violence, and although few people see the 
connection, virtually no one is happy with the outcome. 


As in America during the 1950s when Hollywood entered a period 
of crisis because of competition from television, Bollywood turned to 
sex as the solution for its financial woes. Economic liberalization went 
hand in hand with the liberalization of sexual morality. The former 
could not succeed without the latter. Globalization in economic terms 
meant globalization in sexual terms as well. Indian actresses like 
Priyanka Chopra felt pressured to "represent globalized images of a 
liberated female sexuality," during the filming of Aitraaz, a 
psychological thriller Chopra found "challenging because I didn't just 
play a bad girl, I played a sexually aggressive character." Chopra found 
the role difficult because "this character is the absolute antithesis of what 
I stand for. Sonia is not a character I empathize with. I will never play a 
sexually deprive [sic, i.e., depraved] woman again. I do not wish to be 
typecast as some kind of sex kitten. Right now I'm happy playing the 
stereotyped Hindi film heroine, because that can be equally 
challenging." 


After her bad experience in Aitraaz, Chopra publicly declared her 
determination to no longer, as she put it, "expose." In a January 2005 
interview with the Bombay Times, Chopra asserted her new identity as a 
modest woman: "I hate the 'sexy/seductress/sizzling’ tags I have." In a 
December 2004 interview with Filmfare, Chopra intimated that that she 
was being pressured into conforming to what might be called globalist 
sexual standards of behavior. Sonia, Chopra said referring to the 
sexually aggressive character she played in Aitraaz, was a sexual fantasy 
that was alien to India, because "women like her ... don't exist in India... 
I don't think such things happen in our country because women are 
brought up on different values in our culture." Chopra concluded her 


Filmfare interview by vowing: "I will not kiss or expose from now on." 
Pornography and Moral Subversion 


At this point it became necessary to import foreign actresses to 
"expose." Sunny Leone, the American porn star, arrived in India in 
2011. Leone was born Karenjit Kaur Vohra to Sikh Punjabi parents in 
Sarnia, Ontario on May 13, 1981. She received her stage name from 
Robert Guccione, founder and publisher of Penthouse, who named his 
creation Penthouse Pet of the Year in 2003. Leone then went on to 
become a porn star for Vivid Entertainment, where she earned the 
dubious distinction of being named one of the 12 top porn stars of 2010 
by Maxim, another one-handed magazine with English roots. 


One year later, Leone moved to India, where she became an instant 
celebrity after appearing on the Indian reality show Bigg Boss. Leone at 
first refused to divulge her past as a porn star, but when the truth got out, 
it only enhanced both her own career and, not coincidentally, the 
legitimacy of pornography by attaching it to the fresh, recognizably 
Indian face of someone who was also a "businesswoman," at least 
according to Wikipedia. 


Then things started to go sideways. In the aftermath of the Jyoti 
Singh rape, members of the Indian Artistes and Actors Forum as well as 
Lok Sabha, head of the Bharatiya Janata Party's youth organization, 
began claiming that porn stars like Leone were responsible for the 
Indian rape epidemic and began demanding that she be put in jail as 
punishment. 


On April 14, 2012 Leone announced that she had become eligible 
to become an Overseas Citizen of India because her parents had lived in 
India. She made the announcement shortly before beginning the filming 
of Jism 2, a soft-core porn flick with Indian themes. Then the December 
2012 rape of Joyti Singh and the subsequent international uproar that it 
caused threw a monkey wrench into Sunny's career plans. Now Indians 
saw Leone as the epitome of everything that was wrong with India. If 
Joyti Singh became a martyr to the "culture of impunity," Leone became 
its dark patron saint, and the same public that idolized her when she 
appeared on Bigg Boss was now saying: "She deserves to go to jail if she 
continues to promote pornography." Leone attempted to defend 


pornography by claiming on the Headlines Today news channel that 
there was no link between pornography and rape. "Pornography is not 
for people who think it's for real. It's fantasy and it's entertainment," she 
said. "It's complete nonsense to blame rape on adult material out there. 
Education starts at home. It's mums and dads sitting with their children 
and teaching them what is right and wrong." 


Needless to say, the mums and dads were not pleased to hear that 
they were responsible for the rape epidemic. Then, on February 3, 2013 
(at 10:10 AM IST, to be precise), Leone made matters even worse by 
tweeting "Rape is not a crime, it is surprise sex." Leone later denied ever 
having made the comment, but the damage was done and detractors 
were blaming Leone, star of X-rated hits including Sunny's Slumber 
Party, for bringing adult material in India to a wider audience. 


Leone was a protégé of Bob Guccione, publisher of Penthouse. The 
'70s were Penthouse's golden years. According to Rolling Stone: 


A prime artifact of the glamorously gritty Seventies, Penthouse was the adult magazine that 
wormed its way into the kinkier recesses of the libidinal subconscious and, arguably, did more to 
liberate puritan America from its deepest sexual taboos than any magazine before or since. And 
in its moody visual style and muckraking, conspiracy-theory-heavy journalism, Penthouse also 
happened to be a direct reflection of its complex, unsmiling and mysterious creator. "Bob's a 
little an-hedonic," says Dick Teresi, former editor of Omni, the science magazine that Guccione 
published from 1978 to 1996. "There's a satanic sense, a darkness — even a Sicilian darkness 
that reminds me of all my Sicilian relatives. A paranoia. Playboy has fun-loving girls. But with 
Penthouse — there's a darkness. Well, that's Bob." 

In addition to radiating darkness, Guccione had links to the CIA, 
through the Castle Bank & Trust of Nassau, a CIA front operation used 
to launder drug money, which was in turn used to fund black ops 
throughout the world. Castle Bank & Trust was succeeded by the Nugan 
Hand Bank, a Cayman Islands bank that was intimately involved in the 
heroin trade during the 1970s. Nugan Hand assumed its role as "the 
CIA's banker" after Castle Bank & Trust of Nassau was compromised in 
1973 by an Internal Revenue Service investigation. In 1973 agents of the 
IRS were able to photograph the Castle Bank's customer list while a 
bank executive dined in a posh Key Biscayne restaurant with a woman 
described as an IRS "informant." Along with the usual suspects, like 
mafia figures Morris Dalitz, Morris Kleinman and Samuel Tucker, the 
names of two notable pornographers showed up on the list: Hugh Hefner 
of Playboy, and Robert Guccione of Penthouse. The CIA set up three 


banks to launder money. Castle Bank of Nassau, which handled Hefner's 
and Guccione's accounts, was the first of the three. In "The People v. 
Bob Guccione," A. Nolen claims both Hefner and Guccione were CIA 
assets. Like the Marquis de Sade, both Hefner and Guccione were aware 
of "the centuries-old understanding of the political effects of 
pornography." 


By the 1970s, when both Penthouse and Playboy enjoyed their 
heyday, the CIA began to make use of pornography as one of the 
weapons on their arsenal of psychological warfare. In 2002 the CIA 
collaborated with Israel's Shin Beth in broadcasting pornography over 
Palestinian TV stations in Ramallah during one of Israel's periodic 
incursions into Palestinian territory. During the run-up to the 2003 
invasion, the CIA contemplated doing a pornographic featuring a double 
who looked like Saddam Hussein, as a way of de-legitimizing his 
government. In the mid-'50s the CIA actually produced a pornographic 
film to bring down President Sukharno of Indonesia. But by the 1970s, it 
had become clear, if for no other reason than the simple division of 
labor, that the production of pornography could be out-sourced to people 
like Guccione, whose magazines had become more popular with soldiers 
in Vietnam than Playboy. 


By the 1970s, pornography had become one of the psychological 
weapons of destabilization and control in the CIA's arsenal of covert 
warfare. In 1974, the CIA used pornography to derail the communist 
revolution in Portugal. Someone who was there at the time claimed that 
after the Thanksgiving week-end revolution of 1974: 


Lisbon area was flooded by some of the most outrageous, blatant, and unbelievably graphic 
publications I have ever seen. Mrs. Fitzmaurice, our school psychologist, a stringer for Time 
magazine, published an article entitled "Blue Revolution," describing the situation. She 
mentioned that Portugal had surpassed Denmark as the porno center of Europe. That 
[Ambassador and later CIA director Frank] Carlucci was running Portugal was too obvious to be 
denied. He apparently had a limitless CIA budget. Former Communists and socialists were now 
quite wealthy. The planing, organizing, and coordinating of the coup d'etat was carried out at the 
Elliott Roosevelt Arabian Horse Ranch near Lisbon. (Elliott's son was in my 11th-grade 
American History class.) Interestingly, thanks to Salazar, for more than four decades, Portugal 
had been free of anything sexually graphic, and most things suggestive. All foreign films were 
censored, with offensive scenes cut. All schoolbooks strongly taught Catholic morality. Beach 
police enforced a strict bathing suit attire. In less than two years, Lisbon moved from being the 
most crime-free city of Western Europe to having the highest crime rate, including child rape 
(personal correspondence). 


Frank Carlucci served as Ambassador to Portugal from 1974 to 
1977. From 1978 to 1981, Carlucci served as Deputy Director of the 
CIA under Admiral Stansfield Turner. In December 1974, Time 
magazine, which established close links with the CIA in 1953 under C. 
D. Jackson, who worked simultaneously for both organizations, ran an 
article on the Marxist revolution in Portugal entitled "Revolutionary 
Blue." The article, which like all articles at that time was unsigned, did 
not mention Frank Carlucci, but it did state, in Time's typically coy 
fashion: 


There have even been charges that the CIA is sponsoring the new pornography to sap the 
revolution of its energies. Recently, Premier Vasco Goncalves on nationwide television 
admonished his people to fight pseudo-leftist and anarchists instead of going to see the 
pornography that is available everywhere. 

So is Sunny Leone working for the CIA? Sunny was anointed as 
Pet of the Year by Bob Guccione, who had links to the CIA through its 
money laundering front, the Castle Bank & Trust of Nassau. The CIA 
exists to serve a larger entity, namely, American free-market capitalism 
and government-sponsored usury that lies at the heart of the 
international financial system. By the time the Soviet Union collapsed 
that system had instruments other than the CIA at its disposal to bring 
about changes in the countries which it wanted to take over. IMF loans 
were tied to all sorts of conditions, which would bring about social 
change, i.e., sexualization. Demanding that a country open its 
communications monopoly to satellite TV was just one example of 
conditions tied to loans that would bring about the changes we are 
talking about. Either way — i.e., via CIA intervention as in Portugal in 
the '70s or IMF loans in the '90s — the result is the same. Capitalism 
leads inexorably to moral subversion in the name of sexual liberation, 
and sexual liberation invariably becomes a form of political control. The 
globalist system of control makes use of free market paradigms imposed 
on both the sexual and economic spheres. By now it should be obvious 
that the promotion of sodomy and usury are two sides of the globalist 
coin of political control. What both have in common is contempt for the 
moral law. Both claim that there is no logos in human affairs, and that 
the only source of order in the world is the will of the powerful imposed 
on the weak — by military force if necessary, but preferably by the 
softer forms of political control involving the manipulation of human 


desire, especially human sexual desire. As the recent case of the Ukraine 
and eastern Europe has shown, the IMF only lends money to countries 
which have implemented what the Polish bishops refer to as "gender 
ideology," ie., the systematic promotion of sexual deviance, 
homosexuality, feminism, etc. as a form of control. The link is not 
coincidental. 


The same is true, a fortiori, of India, one of the largest economies 
of the world and the country with the world's second largest population. 
India landed in the crosshairs of the globalist new world order when it 
allied itself with Brazil, Russia and China in an economic alliance that 
has come to be known as the BRIC, which aspired to be an alternative to 
the dollar as the world's reserve currency and the system of usury based 
on it. On June 16, 2009 the leaders of the BRIC countries held their first 
summit in Yekaterinaberg, where they issued a call for the establishment 
of an equitable, democratic and multi-polar world order. Five years 
before that meeting, the BRIC countries attracted the attention of 
Goldman Sachs, which issued its initial study on the BRIC nations and 
their impact on the global economy. By 2025 Goldman Sachs 
calculated: 


that the number of people in BRIC nations earning over $15,000 may reach over 200 million 
people. This indicates that a huge pickup in demand will not be restricted to basic goods but 
impact higher-priced goods as well. According to the report, first China and then a decade later 
India will begin to dominate the world economy. 

Sunny Leone was sent to India to guarantee that the Indians spend 
their money and organize their economy according to principles 
congenial to Goldman Sachs, who will advise multinational corporations 
how "to take advantage of the enormous potential markets in the BRICs" 
by ensuring that their citizens become docile, pornography-addled 
consumers, just like their counterparts in the West. 


On September 1, 2014, two hundred women rallied in Cubbon Park 
claiming that pornography was the main cause of the wave of rapes 
sweeping India. Their assertion was bolstered by the research of 
Abhishek Clifford, CEO of Rescue, an NGO that works towards 
creating awareness programs against human trafficking, AIDS, and rape. 
Speaking at the rally in Cubbon Park, Clifford claimed that "33 per cent 
of college students watch violent porn, rape and gang-rape videos." The 
rally which began in Cubbon Park turned into a march which culminated 


at Freedom Park. The protesters held posters with slogans warning 
bystanders about the effect that pornography has on the mind. 
"Watching porn is an illness. It is due to things like this that more and 
more men are raping women and women are not being respected," a 
college student who was part of the rally said. The widespread presence 
of pornography as an incentive to rape was the strongest argument in the 
traditionalists’ attack on western culture. One observer noted that: 


Porn usage is widespread. Men who already outnumber women are aroused but frustrated due to 
a lack of outlets. Bollywood movies tease and tantalize men on a daily basis. Songs where 
actresses wearing seductive attire and singing how she is a tandoori chicken who should be 
washed down with wine only manage to provoke desires in cities where men are already bursting 
at the seams. 

News reports indicated that pornography was even having an effect 
on married women. After watching pornography, a woman by the name 
of Asha became obsessed with a desire to see "live sex," so obsessed 
that she convinced her husband to rape a female neighbor who was the 
mother of a five-year-old child. With his wife watching and even 
encouraging him throughout, Dileep, Asha's husband, allegedly raped 
the victim twice. 


In another instance reported in the Indian press, a thirty-year-old 
skating instructor was accused of raping one of his female students. 
During the course of the investigation, police discovered that the teacher 
in question was "a pervert and addicted to pornographic videos." After 
his laptops and mobile phones were seized, the police discovered that 
they "were filled with porn videos which he had downloaded from the 
internet in which girls wearing school uniforms were raped." 


The statistics on rape supported the claims of the traditionalists. 
After surveying two hundred undergraduate male students in ten 
colleges in Goa, the Mysore-based organization Rescue concluded that 
AO percent of the young people in Goa watched "rape porn" regularly. 
Rescue CEO Abishek Clifford said that their survey showed that "76 
percent of the surveyed students said that watching pornography 
involving rape led to the desire to rape in them." Clifford said that the 
percentage of students viewing porn was 100 percent; of that number 47 
percent were watching child porn and 50 percent were involved in 
viewing violent porn. The former led to the latter. "Watching 
pornography is a progressive addiction," Clifford continued. "When it 


no longer satisfies you, you turn to violent porn or child porn." Drawing 
a link between watching rape porn and rape in real life, Clifford said, 
"The incidents of rape are increasing due to saturation of violent internet 
porn. Everyone is shocked at the level of violence in rape, now we know 
why. Violent porn advertises rape and half of the porn sites have it." 


The wave of rapes came about largely because of the peculiarities 
of Indian culture in the first decade of the 21st century. A traditional 
culture with all of the traditional safeguards for female chastity was 
inundated with a flood of sexual imagery, and the cognitive dissonance 
led to rape. Ranjana Kumari, the director of the Center for Social 
Research in New Delhi, told the New York Times that the climate for 
porn watching is very different in India than it is in Europe and the U.S. 
"India is a society in a phase of transition that is based on a high 
segregation of men and women," she said. "In this environment viewing 
pornography creates heightened sexual desire and aggression in young 
men who have no normal interaction with women and that can often 
lead to violent behavior." 


As of April 2013, the Indian government was "considering a ban on 
internet pornography, after claims that violent and abusive sexual 
images are fuelling a spate of rapes and violence against women in the 
world's second most populous country." The main thing thwarting a 
national consensus on the connection between porn and rape and 
concerted government action dealing with the problem was the odd 
alliance between libertarian advocates of the free market and feminist 
defenders of social engineering. Speaking for the libertarians, Anuj 
Srivas wrote in The Hindu newspaper that: "2013 will go down, without 
doubt, as the year of thinking stupidly." Srivas went on to say that the 
public's fear of nudity and sex on the internet represents a "sort of mass 
paranoia, where the fear goes beyond any rational assessment of risk." 
Srivas speculates that any "war" over the control of internet content will 
be as wasteful and pointless as the ongoing global wars on drugs and 
terror. 


The tacit alliance between feminism and libertarianism allowed 
those in control of India's media to deny the obvious connection between 
pornography and rape. The battle between pro- and anti-pornography 
feminists got fought in the United States in the late 1980s when the 


Meese Commission held its hearings. The anti-porn faction of Catherine 
McKinnon and Andrea Dworkin eventually lost that battle when Jewish 
feminists like Betty Friedan sided with the publishing and film 
industries, who were poised to make billions as porn was transposed to 
the new media, first VHS tapes and then the internet. 


Ira Trivedi, who is both a beauty queen and a Brahmin, attended 
Wellesley and Columbia during her stay in America, where she seems to 
have learned the lesson that Betty Friedan was hired to teach: Rape, 
according to feminism a la Friedan, has nothing to do with pornography 
because pornography is part of the sexual revolution and the sexual 
revolution is a good thing. Widespread dissemination of sexual images 
is not only profitable; it is, in fact, inevitable and any attempt to thwart it 
would be bad for the same reason that any attempt to impose moral 
constraints on the economy would be bad. Worse still, censorship of the 
sort practiced by the Hindi film industry before the capitalist juggernaut 
arrived in 1992 would be pointless because as Trivedi, who reported on 
the rape of Jyoti Singh in Foreign Policy, the journal of the Rockefeller- 
funded Council on Foreign Relations, puts it: 


India's sex revolution is here to stay and no one can stop it. I mean sex in the urban landscape, 
laws regarding sex and sexuality and also sexual violence and harassment. Just look at the 
depiction of sex in Bollywood films over the years. Laws are getting to be better in the case of 
relationships or women at work. Premarital sex is on the rise as people are getting exposure 
through TV and the Internet. I have noticed that there is tremendous peer pressure in Indian 
college campuses to have sex. Importantly, the darker side of sex is being discussed more 
openly, be it voyeurism, sexual violence or abuse. A lot has changed and will continue to. 

Not wanting to let a crisis go to waste, the feminists used the wave 
of rapes to push their agenda. Ira Trivedi, who is the author of India in 
Love, claims that "The revolution will come, and it will be led by India's 
young, but let's be clear: it isn't here yet." Trivedi went on to say that "in 
2014, India, is going through a sexual revolution much like that of the 
US in the 1950s." Which was true in ways that she was unwilling to 
admit but which we will deal with subsequently. Like Betty Friedan, 
Trivedi has an attitude toward pornography that is curiously ambivalent. 
After watching a number of "locally made porn films" as part of her 
research for India in Love, Trivedi concluded that: 


They are disturbing. The films are grim, devoid of music, aesthetics and not much vocalization, 
except for whimpering moans from the woman and the occasional grunt from the man. Most of 
the "blue films" that I watched featured a glum, washed-out Indian woman having sex, often 
with a foreign man, in a dingy flat. Thankfully, the demand for these "nicotine-patch" porn films 


is reducing. The films seemed to be designed to turn you off porn, hence the term. 


Trivedi's feminism fits in perfectly with the free-market libertarian 
approach to pornography that coincided with the capitalist takeover of 
the Hindi film industry during the 1990s. She studiously avoids 
condemning pornography as immoral or making any connection 
between pornography and rape and concentrates instead on the "blue 
film's" shoddy production values, a problem that Bollywood was itching 
to solve by circumventing government censorship and getting involved 
in producing R-rated movies for the world market. 


Pornography, Feminism and Post-Modernism 


Even when it is being honest about the problem, feminism can't 

address the related issues of pornography and rape because its 
metaphysical foundation is based on a postmodern denial of Logos, 
especially the logos of practical reason or objective morality. As one 
feminist puts it: 
Our analysis is informed by Michel Foucault's understanding of power "as the multiplicity of 
force relations immanent in the sphere in which they operate and which constitute their own 
organization; the process which though ceaseless struggles and confrontations, transforms, 
strengthens, or reverses them" (Global Bollywood). 

Like feminism, Penthouse, and the revival of ruthless, laissez-faire 
capitalism, the philosophy of Michel Foucault was an academic fad 
which appeared in the '70s when it moved from France to America, 
where it was appropriated by the cultural elites as a way of stifling the 
dissent of the 1960s: 


The new trend took on the name of "postmodernism," and its prophet was a white, thoroughly 
European male: Michel Foucault, a darling of western propaganda, whose decisive endorsement 
by the Parisian intelligentsia in 1966 and by its New York counterpart in 1975 transformed him 
instantly into an intellectual icon of the West. Foucault agreeably assumed the proffered role of 
guru, and in time came to be the leader of a veritable French invasion of America's academia and 
educational institutions. An invasion which consolidated itself 25 years later — at a time when in 
Europe Foucauldian influence had long been dead — into a strong bastion of thought, wielding 
ever more money, converts, governmental leeway, publications and power, power of the purest 
sort: intolerant and corrupt (Guido Giacomo Preparata, The Ideology of Tyranny [2007]). 


The main purpose of this fad was to "deconstruct" Logos in 
general, but, more importantly, postmodernism denied metaphysical 
legitimacy to any political movement toward unity based on 
transcendental notions like justice. "Unity," according to Guido 
Giacomo Preparata, was: 


the ultimate taboo. In truth, the "deconstructivists" came to form an alliance of sorts: a loose but 
nevertheless strong and resilient alliance against anyone seeking unity across the political 
spectrum in the name of justice. Phrased differently, the "new culture of resistance" stood for an 
alliance against alliances. 


The net result of postmodernism is a docile acceptance of the status 

quo, which in the globalized post-communist era has come to mean 
capitalism: 
While the modernists carry on business as usual, telling their pupils that life is a game of chance 
in which "the market" alone can take them to the top, the post-modernists reach conclusions not 
altogether dissimilar. Put another way, postmodernist professors invite their classes to apply 
relativistic exercises and "deconstructivist" techniques, whereby the students are made to take 
apart a narrative and identify the social prejudices informing the text; but after the deconstruction 
has crushed all the idols, the class has in fact no option but to fall back upon whatever is the 
current system of belief, that is, the creed of self-interest and faith in the "free market" with 
which every Anglo-Saxon is raised. 

At this point we gain some insight into the metaphysical 
underpinnings that enable the feminist/libertarian alliance on 
pornography and how the defense of pornography leads inevitably to 
sexual violence or rape. Pornography, in fact, is a crucial element of 
Foucault's philosophical attack on Logos. Foucault was a disciple of 
Georges Bataille, who was, in fact, a pornographer, a pornographer with 
philosophical aspirations, much like his idol the Marquis de Sade. It was 
Bataille who: 


isolated the subversive nature of eroticism, its rebellious character. The potential for perennial 
rebellion issues form the sexual front of voluptuous energy of which women, as Sade had 
explicitly acknowledged, appear to be the privileged sacred vessels — for example, the sex of 
Madame Edwarda as God. Hence the determination of forbidding devoutness (e.g. Islam) to keep 
woman under strict surveillance, a power wire to insulate cautiously with the hijab (the veil) and 
male stewardship. Erotic dissipation is, as known, most arousing if twinned with violence; it 
seems authentic then. That is why, for instance, much pornography stages the constant 
reenactment of a collective rape, which features a feminine prey as a hub fueling the raging 
thirst of masculine spokes; the suggestion of brutality and agony has to become ever more 
pronounced for the viewer to get off. Violence, Bataille said, frightens but fascinates. He warned, 
however, that if such a performance is deprived of its hating, violent sentiment, of its vertiginous 
power to disorient the senses and to stab prudes in the chest, the attempt founders in ridicule, and 
the energy flows out of it, echoed by mocking laughter; the porn is cheap (my emphasis). 


In promoting Foucault, the feminists become both the arsonists 
who incite men to rape and the fire department, which extinguishes the 
blaze through the covert punishment of social engineering. Exoteric 
Foucauldian philosophy is known as political correctness, which 
ostensibly argues for compassionate treatment of homosexuals, 
criminals and other deviants. But the esoteric version of Foucault uses 


the homosexual's behavior (Foucault was himself a homosexual who 
died of AIDS in 1984 after dedicating himself to a life of dissipation in 
the bathhouses of San Francisco) as an attack on the Logos of Sex and 
Logos in general. Since Bataille's "pornography stages the constant 
reenactment of a collective rape," it is not surprising to find that the 
feminist recourse to Foucault as the answer to India's rape epidemic is 
tantamount to pouring gasoline on an already raging fire. 


The main issue is, of course, Logos, and in particular the logos of 
human action known as morality. Bolstered by Foucault's attack on 
Logos, feminism deprives women of the last protection they have 
against assault, namely, the moral law. According to feminism's reading 
of Foucault, morality is the problem. Morality is a form of tyranny. The 
Foucauldian feminists claim: 


that women in patriarchal societies internalize disciplinary procedures and self regulate their 
bodies and sexuality. In patriarchal societies there is no need for external surveillance 
mechanisms to control women. We extend these insights to the realm of the Indian media 
industry to underscore the mechanisms through which representations of virtuous and wanton 
female sexuality help discipline women but also the modalities though which women participate 
in limiting female subject positions (Global Bollywood). 


Ultimately, feminism fails to understand the dynamics of global 
capitalism because it derives its notion of morality from Foucault, who 
saw morality as the means by which the powerful control the weak, 
when in fact the exact opposite is the case. The moral law is the 
instrument whereby the weak control the strong. Having turned the 
moral order and the social order on which it must be based on its head, 
the feminists (wittingly or not) hand Indian women over to the rapists, 
because the final objective of Foucault's philosophy, whether they 
understand it or not, involves: 


disabusing the potential convert by reconciling him or her to the spontaneous brutality of life and 
nature... The new sacred imperative was to violate every prohibition, to transgress every taboo 
and sacred commandment: especially the belief in the "benevolent, all-seeing God," which in 
revenge, he turned on its head by transforming it into a worship of base matter. His new creed 
came to be symbolized by a headless monster: the Bataillean icon of deified Nothingness; he 
christened it "l'Acephale" (Preparata). 


Postmodernism is: 


like a virus ... designed to infect a traditional society, which is erected upon taboos, with the 
exclusive mission to overturn and subvert an entire system of prohibition. And this is a 
difference of some import, which qualifies his work essentially as one of intellectual 
destabilization, rather than unqualified matriarchal/Dionysian revival. It is no wonder that 


Foucault's frustrated followers have so often lamented the inconclusiveness and irresoluteness of 
his politics of transgression, which does not contemplate emancipation from the system. 

This is, of course, what makes postmodernism such an effective 
form of control. It also explains why postmodernism in both its exoteric 
form as political correctness and its esoteric form as the rejection of 
Logos has been promoted by the American Empire as the only 
acceptable form of discourse on university campuses, of the sort 
frequented by India's feminist Nomenklatura, the graduate students, 
beauty queens and postmodern ideologues who come home to use the 
rape crisis aS an opportunity to increase their political power through 
social engineering. 


In A Preface to Transgression, a commemorative piece written in 
1963, one year after the death of Bataille, Foucault thanked his mentor 
for murdering the transcendent God and thereby enabling everyone to 
share "an experience in which nothing may again announce the 
exteriority of Being and consequently ... an experience that is interior 
and sovereign." By declaring war on both being and the God who is 
Being Itself, Foucault's postmodernism leads unerringly to the very rape 
which the feminists claim to abhor. How else are we to interpret this 
passage from Foucault's hero Bataille? 


The unleashing of the passions is the only good... From the moment that reason is no longer 
divine, from the moment that there is no god, [there] is no longer anything in us that deserves to 
be called good, if not the unleashing of the passions. 

When the Lumpenproletariat from India's provinces cast their eyes 
on the women who have been empowered by the feminists to turn 
themselves into the sexual equivalent of consumer items is there any 
doubt how they will react? Neither the libertarian apologists for 
capitalism nor the feminist acolytes of Foucault can solve this problem, 
for the solution lies in the Logos of Practical Reason which both groups 
despise and the Logos Incarnate, whom they hate even more. As Guido 
Giacomo Preparata puts it: "The true target of his postmodern attack, 
often echoed by the Liberals themselves, is not the Liberal State but the 
streak of compassion which survives in it." Logos is the guardian of that 
compassion, and those who denigrate Logos, no matter what their 
intentions, end up handing their sisters over to the rapists. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


The Jews and Gay Marriage 


The Jewish Campaign 


On May 21, 2013, Vice President Joseph Biden "praised Jewish 
leaders in the media ... crediting them with helping change American 
attitudes on gay marriage." In a speech at a Democratic National 
Convention reception celebrating Jewish Heritage Month, Biden 
claimed that the Jews were responsible for changing peoples’ attitudes 
on gay marriage. 


"It wasn't anything we legislatively did. It was "Will and Grace," 
said Biden, referring to an NBC sit-com that went off the air years ago. 
"It was the social media. Literally. That's what changed peoples' 
attitudes. That's why I was so certain that the vast majority of people 
would embrace and rapidly embrace" gay marriage. "I bet you 85 
percent of those changes, whether it's in Hollywood or social media, are 
a consequence of Jewish leaders in the industry. The influence is 
immense, the influence is immense. And, I might add, it is all to the 
good." 


The liberal Jewish magazine Tikkun agreed with Vice President 

Biden's assessment: gay marriage was a Jewish creation. As Amy Dean 
put it: 
In a few short years, same-sex marriage went from being an untouchable political hot potato to a 
broadly accepted civil right in eighteen states and the District of Columbia. Jews, and their social 
justice organizations, helped make that happen. In fact, this magazine was a prophetic voice of 
marriage equality, supporting same-sex unions in the early 1990s and helping to lay the 
groundwork for the current wave of victories. 

As of 2009, large religious organizations like the Mormons, the 
Catholics, and the Southern Baptists had drawn a line in the sand. 
Marriage, they declared, could only be between a man and a woman. 
Prominent members of those religious organizations signed the 


Manhattan Declaration, which claimed that gay marriage violated both 
unaided reason and divine revelation. Nineteen states went on to pass 
referenda which declared that marriage could only be contracted 
between a man and a woman. 


Then the counter-attack occurred. Federal courts overturned all of 
the marriage statutes, and the Supreme Court sealed victory for the 
homosexual marriage forces when it issued its Obergefell decision in 
July 2015. The main cause of this stunning reversal was, as Vice 
President Biden had pointed out, Jewish control of the media, 
supplemented, as Amy Dean pointed out in Tikkun, by the efforts of 
Jewish political activists like Rabbi David Saperstein, who lent the 
homosexual cause the aura of religious respectability. 


As Amy Dean points out, none of this would have happened 
without Jewish support: 


The victories in the states around marriage equality owed much to local and national Jewish 
social justice groups who looked beyond the political consensus of the time. Even five years ago, 
many of these groups stood behind same-sex couples who wished to marry. National Jewish 
social justice organizations such as the National Council of Jewish Women, the Religious Action 
Center of Reform Judaism, and Bend the Arc (on whose board I currently serve as co-chair) 
helped to galvanize the American Jewish community to support pro-marriage equality bills in the 
states. In fact, Jews can claim a fair share of the credit for bringing Americans to a tipping point 
of accepting marriage equality. 


This was particularly true in California, where the Jews were 
instrumental in overthrowing the will of the majority, which enacted 
Proposition 8 defining marriage as only possible between a man and a 
woman: 


In California, the Progressive Jewish Alliance (PJA), which is now part of Bend the Arc, joined 
a local coalition of progressive Jewish faith groups. Called Kol Tzedek, the coalition came 
together in 2008 to support San Francisco's then-mayor Gavin Newsom's decision to start 
marrying gay and lesbian couples in open defiance of supporters of Proposition 8, the ballot 
measure that later passed outlawing same-sex marriage. Lubeck said Newsom's move "was one 
of the key sparks" that pushed Bay Area Jews to become more vocal in their support of marriage 
equality. Lubeck recalls that PJA and other coalition members "came up [to City Hall] with a 
ketubah, and a big kind of posterboard and a chuppah to create a Jewish imprimatur for these 
weddings that were starting to happen, for anybody who was Jewish who wanted to have it 
connected to Jewish tradition, and for creating that street theater context." Lubeck said PJA also 
organized forums on marriage equality, recruited clergy members to speak publicly, and got 
voters out to the polls to vote against Proposition 8. 


A crucial part of the Jewish strategy in support of gay marriage was 
what Nietzsche called "the trans-valuation of all values." Morality got 


redefined by the Jews, who now had the power to enforce their views 
through the media which they controlled. The Jews simply declared on 
the strength of their ipse dixit that sodomy was no longer a sin. Like 
Goebbels, they repeated the lie in the media they controlled until more 
and more people began to believe it. Or as Amy Dean put it: 


By coming out early with a clear moral position rooted in religious values and coordinating their 
message at the national and state levels, Jewish leaders helped reassure voters who may have 
been unsure about the religious implications of voting for marriage equality. As early as 2007, 
Rabbi David Saperstein, director of the Religious Action Center of Reform Judaism, wrote in an 
op-ed in the Washington Post: "We have reached a point in American society where the obvious 
is clear: neither my marriage nor anyone else's is threatened by two loving individuals of the 
same sex. And it is increasingly difficult for religious leaders to envision that the loving God of 
the Universe does not welcome such faithful relationships." 

Jewish activists and leaders at both the national and local/regional 
levels spearheaded the recent wave of victories for marriage equality 
(such as state-by-state legalizing of same-sex marriage and the defeat of 


the Defense of Marriage Act). 
The Case of Pete Buttigieg 


On Tuesday, June 16, 2015, Mayor Pete Buttigieg announced in an 
op ed piece in the South Bend Tribune that he was a practicing 
homosexual. The mayor then flew out of town to attend a political rally 
in Indianapolis. The implication of his actions was that this 
announcement somehow laid an important issue to rest, but, far from the 
resolving issue, the mayor's announcement raised more questions than it 
answered, exposing a pattern of subversion that has plagued his 
administration from the beginning. 


To begin at the beginning, his statement of June 16 made it clear 
that the mayor deliberately withheld crucial information that the voters 
of South Bend needed to make an informed choice when they went to 
the polls four years ago. Had the mayor announced that he was a 
homosexual when he ran for office the first time, he never would have 
been elected the first time. We all know that the point of "coming out" is 
to exonerate the homosexual from the moral consequences of his 
actions. It wouldn't work with bank robbers, but the mandarins who 
control our culture are determined to make it work with homosexuality 
because homosexuality is the new version of sexual liberation as 
political control. In his apologia, the mayor claimed that he was born 


that way, but the circumstances surrounding homosexuality make it 
seem less a congenital affliction and more a political choice. It was as if 
the mayor had announced in 1953 that he was a communist when he got 
elected in 1949, but that that shouldn't affect the coming election. The 
comparison with communism is apropos because homosexualism is now 
the avant garde of the same revolutionary spirit which had communism 
as its avant garde. If the mayor had kept his sexual proclivities to 
himself, the voters of South Bend would have continued to give him the 
benefit of the doubt. Instead of clearing the air, his announcement only 
deepened the mystery of who the mayor really was and who he was 
really working for. Taken together with his mysterious departure for 
Afghanistan in the middle of his first term as mayor, it confirmed 
everyone's suspicion that Buttigieg was an agent working for forces 
outside South Bend, to subdue South Bend to the will of the same cabal 
of capitalists and their homosexual lackeys which had just overturned 
Indiana's Religious Freedom Restoration Act, a group determined to 
overthrow representative government and install in its place rule by the 
rich and powerful one percent and their sexually liberated commissars. 


Far from laying the homosexual issue to rest, the mayor's 
announcement created a crisis that was not unlike the CIA crisis which 
the Church Committee addressed in the mid-'70s. The question, which 
goes to the heart of our political system, is who is really ruling us? Is the 
CIA an instrument of the US government in Afghanistan? If so, that 
means the government is involved in producing the heroin that is killing 
people in northern Indiana. Not every American soldier in Afghanistan 
was involved in investigating "the intersection of drugs, financing, and 
terrorism," but anyone who was should know whether the government is 
promoting drug production in the name of interdicting it and should be 
more forthcoming about the government's role than Buttigieg was when 
he attributed the increase of drug production to "space aliens." The 
mayor's announcement that he was a homosexual cast the previous 
explanation that he had given about his service in Afghanistan in doubt 
because it opened up a whole new and hitherto unknown aspect of his 
identity. If he were willing to conceal that fact, what else was he willing 
to conceal? As of September 2014, the date of his return from 
Afghanistan, Buttigieg was still concealing the fact that he was a 
homosexual. This does not lend credibility to his explanation of what he 


was doing in Afghanistan. Hence, the political crisis which his coming 
out announcement was supposed to dispel. The people of South Bend 
need to know whether the people they choose as their elected officials 
are in fact who they claim to be and whether in fact they represent the 
people who voted for them or outside interest groups or lobbies who are 
using people like the mayor and the homosexual movement he 
represents aS covert instruments of social control. The homosexualism 
of the first decade of the 21st century is no different, in this regard, than 
the communism of the 1930s, '40s, and '50s. 


In his op ed piece in the South Bend Tribune, the mayor referred to 
"the disastrous Religious Freedom Restoration Act episode here in 
Indiana earlier this year." Those who read my article on this topic know 
that I agree that the episode was disastrous for the state of Indiana; they 
also know that my agreement with the mayor's assessment is based on 
different reasoning. This episode was a disaster for the state of Indiana 
because it enabled a massive usurpation of local government in favor of 
rule by a combination of Hollywood, Wall Street, and their local 
homosexual proxies. The handling of RFRA showed that when it comes 
to matters that the Jews who control Hollywood and Wall Street 
consider important, representative government gets shoved aside in 
favor of rule by CEO. In this instance, a CEO from San Francisco flew 
into Indianapolis and rewrote a law passed by the elected officials of the 
state of Indiana and not one of those officials objected to this usurpation 
of their power. Mayor Buttigieg's announcement made it clear that the 
same usurpation of local power is going on in South Bend, Indiana. The 
"disastrous" RFRA battle showed that the mayor is working for the same 
forces that are using homosexuality as a battering ram to destroy the last 
vestiges of representative government in the State of Indiana. The mayor 
is working for those who hate the idea that the social order should be 
based on God's moral standards and not those imposed on us by the rich 
and the powerful as instruments of social control. 


Notre Dame Professor Patrick Deneen described the 
CEO/homosexual attack on the sovereignty of the state of Indiana and 
the rights of its people in the following way: 


Americans of both parties once believed that no center of power in America should become so 
concentrated that it could force its views on every other citizen. What we saw in Indiana was not 
just a "miscalculation" by Republicans. We saw fully unmasked just who runs America, and the 


kind of America that they are bringing more fully into reality every passing day. It will be an 
America where the powerful will govern completely over the powerless, where the rich dictate 
terms to the poor, where the strong are unleashed from the old restraints of culture and place, 
where libertarian indifference — whether in respect to economic inequality or morals — is 
inscribed into the national fabric, and where the unburdened, hedonic human will reigns 
ascendant. 


The National Level 


On the national level, the Supreme Court passed its Obergefell v. 
Hodges decision with a one vote margin striking down all laws 
establishing marriage as exclusively between a man and woman. In a 
dissenting opinion commenting on that decision, Justice Antonin Scalia 
wrote that the court's decision was a "threat to American democracy." 
The Obergefell ruling, Scalia continued, "says that my ruler, and the 
ruler of 320 million Americans coast-to-coast, is a majority of the nine 
lawyers on the Supreme Court," four of whom, he later remarked, live in 
New York City. 


The Jews who control Hollywood and Wall Street believe that truth 
is the opinion of the powerful. They have collaborated in redefining the 
moral law as what they want, not what God wants or what the majority 
of the American people, who believe in God, want. Why did they do 
this? Because in promoting homosexuality the minority has discovered a 
way to impose their will on the majority of the American people. Our 
only defense against the rule of the rich and the powerful minority is the 
moral law and a government willing to recognize that moral law as the 
only basis for a just social order. 


How do the Jews who control Hollywood and Wall Street get 
around this obstacle? How do they disenfranchise the majority of the 
American people? The first step involves using the Jewish-controlled 
media to convince everyone that wrong is right. Once Hollywood and 
Wall Street convince the American people that sodomy is right and 
opposition to sodomy wrong, they have won the Culture Wars because 
those who are in error have no rights. We are now witnessing a massive 
campaign on the national, state, and local level to disenfranchise the 
majority of the American people by overturning the millennia-long 
consensus of both faith and reason that sodomy is wrong. If the majority 
is in error when it says that sodomy is wrong, their votes and the votes 
of the legislators they have chosen to represent them can be disregarded, 


as they were in Indianapolis in March, because error has no rights. As 
one commentator put it: 


The philosophy "error has no rights" is sound when the perceived error that faces discrimination 
is, in fact, error. But when error gains popular acceptance, true ideas are condemned in their 
stead, and truth instead of error "has no rights." ... This is becoming increasingly true 
concerning issues of marriage. ... If you would dare uphold Christian beliefs on marriage or other 
unpopular subjects, be warned: "Error has no rights," and you are considered to be in error. 

In an article entitled "The Last Laugh of Alfredo Ottaviani," which 
appeared in First Things, May 29, 2013, George Weigel noted that the 
notion that "error has no rights," an idea "long associated with the 
farther reaches of Catholic traditionalism has ... migrated to the opposite 
end of the political spectrum, where it's become a rallying point for the 
lifestyle left," who are now using the idea to promote homosexual 
marriage. "The mantra that ‘Error has no rights!" Weigel continues, 
"will, inevitably, be used to punish religious bodies that do not recognize 
any such thing as same-sex 'marriage."" 


Weigel understates his case here. The mantra "Error has no rights" 
is now being used not just to punish religious bodies, but to overturn 
representative government in the United States of America. We have 
seen homosexuality instrumentalized, politicized, and, in fact, 
weaponized as part of a campaign to disenfranchise the majority of the 
American voters on a national, state and local level. This campaign is 
necessary because wherever the people have spoken, they have declared 
that marriage can only be between a man and a woman. When nineteen 
states passed referenda affirming this fact, all of those popular initiatives 
were overturned by the courts. Clearly, a strategy was needed to keep 
the popular will from being implemented into law. The result was a 
three-pronged attack against the will of the majority, who felt that the 
laws of the land should be based on the unshakable foundation of the 
moral order as established by God. The logic is clear: if you say that 
sodomy is wrong, you are in error, and if you are in error the Jews who 
control Hollywood and Wall Street can ignore your voice and the voice 
of those you elected to office because "error has no rights." 


The five to four split on the Supreme Court's Obergefell decision 
was essentially a Catholic-Jewish split, with one Catholic, Justice 
Kennedy, defecting to the Jewish side. The gay marriage decision, in 
other words, followed the same ethnic/religious fault lines as the 


Hollywood obscenity battle, the abortion battle, the battle between the 
Church and Bolshevism, and virtually every other revolutionary 
movement, including the Simon bar Kokhba rebellion, all the way back 
to the foot of the cross, when the Jews, by rejecting Christ, rejected 
Logos and became agents of moral subversion or, in the words of St. 
Paul "enemies of the whole human race" (1 Thess 2:16). 


The Role of the Catholic Church 


So, where does the Catholic Church stand in all of this? Let's start 
with homosexual actions themselves, irrespective of the relationship in 
which they occur. It's absolutely clear what the Church teaches. Let's 
take as an example St. Peter Damian, who is after all a Doctor of the 
Church. St. Peter sets out the position as clearly as possible when he say 
that homosexual behavior "is never to be compared with any other vice 
because it surpasses the enormity of all vices... It defiles everything, 
Stains everything, pollutes everything." Now, what about gay marriage? 
Well, of course, this good saint was not around when the possibility of 
gay marriage was mooted, but there is no doubt where he would place 
homosexual activities within this kind of artificial arrangement. What he 
says above would mirror exactly what he would say with regard to 
homosexual actions generally. So, where is the problem? Well, since the 
Second Vatican Council the Church at least gives the impression of a 
lack of desire to speak in a firmly authoritative fashion on these things. 
Yes, the teaching remains the same, but it is no longer trumpeted from 
the roof tops. 


Instead the approach very often taken was typified by the example 
of Bishop Kevin Rhoades of Fort Wayne-South Bend when he wrote, "It 
is important to state from the start our Catholic teaching that opposes 
every sign of unjust discrimination against homosexual persons." What 
Bishop Rhoades failed to mention is that the main difference between 
just and unjust discrimination depends on the moral law. If homosexual 
actions are immoral, then discrimination against them is justified. 
Indeed, not only justified, but morally obligatory. If homosexual acts are 
not immoral, then all discrimination is unjust, as in the case of race, 
which is a morally neutral condition. 


In truth the Church teaches that homosexual acts are unnatural, 
"intrinsically disordered," and sins that cry to heaven for vengeance. In 


saying this the Church has solid support from Catholic tradition. When 
she teaches also that homosexual acts constitute a degrading passion and 
that men who do "shameless things" with other men will get an 
appropriate reward for their perversion, she can cite St. Paul (Romans, 
1: 26-27) to back up this claim. None of this is controversial. 
Unfortunately, Bishop Rhoades was not willing to stand up and say 
publicly that sodomy is a sin that cries to heaven for vengeance. The 
Church has become so imbued with the desire for dialogue with others 
rather than the Christ-given task to evangelize them that she is failing in 
her mission. The Church needs to get back to the task given to her by 
her founder, namely, to preach the Gospel. 


The Church is faced with a choice. She can follow the plan of 
attempting to fight abortion, gay marriage, and all of the other ills she 
opposes piecemeal, and continue to fail as she has failed for the past half 
century. Or she can work for the conversion of the group that is 
responsible for virtually every social ill in our day — from wars in the 
Middle East to pornography and gay marriage at home — namely the 
Jews, around whose evil machinations the axis of history turns. If the 
Church wants to have its history back, then it will have to contend with 
the Jews once again as the Apostles and the Church Fathers did 2000 
years ago. 


CHAPTER NINE 


Logos in Our Day 


The "Malaise" and the Revolt against Materialism 


On July 15, 1979, President Jimmy Carter gave a nationally- 
televised address in which he identified what he believed to be a "crisis 
of confidence" among the American people. That "crisis of confidence," 
according to Carter, was "invisible" but it struck "at the very heart of the 
soul and spirit of our national will." It was causing "growing doubt 
about the meaning of our own lives" and "loss of a unity of purpose for 
our nation,” and it was caused by loss of faith in God, which led 
Americans to "worship self-indulgence and consumption." Americans 
had discovered that "owning things and consuming things does not 
satisfy our longing for meaning." Although he never used the term in the 
broadcast, Carter's address came to be known as the "malaise" speech, a 
term of ridicule which emerged from the collective American 
unconscious because it described so well the amorphous nature of the 
problem he tried to address. 


By 1979, "malaise" had become a world-wide phenomenon. In 
China, the Cultural Revolution of the 1960s had led to social exhaustion 
and disillusionment (Christian Caryl, Strange Rebels: 1979 and the 
Birth of the 21st Century [2013]). In Poland, the hope that Communism 
might find a human face, fueled largely by borrowed money, turned to 
disillusionment when government which had borrowed the money found 
that the only way they could find the hard currency to service its 
growing foreign debt was to "squeeze domestic producers hard to make 
up the shortfall." Everyone in both the West and the East had concluded 
that "the old ideas no longer worked," but no one had any new ideas to 
replace the ones that had failed. 


In Iran, the speed and intensity of the Shah's westernization process 


"left Iranians reeling." As a result, "social vices like prostitution, drug 
addiction and alcoholism were rampant. Parental authority broke down 
as children succumbed to delinquency or decadence." In her book 
Daughter of Persia (1992), Farman Farmaian described how: 


An almost delirious admiration for things Western had seized the country. Everywhere in North 
Tehran one saw liquor stores, fancy international hotels, and signs advertising Gucci clothes or 
Kentucky Fried Chicken, as well as Western movie theaters and discos where young people 
could dance and drink on Thursday nights until all hours. Everyone, especially the young, were 
avid for European or American clothes, films, music... An entire generation of parents ... were 
shocked and outraged at what these Western ways were doing to their children, culture and what 
Iranians considered moral behavior... Even the poor immigrants in the Tehran shantytown, who 
deeply disapproved of the garish billboards and — to us — risqué cinema posters displaying the 
faces and limbs of western move actresses, craved Pepsi and Levis. 

Writing in the same year, fellow Iranian author Jalal Al-I Ahmad 
came up with the Iranian version of the "malaise" which Jimmy Carter 
had tried to articulate thirteen years earlier. He called it "gharbzadegi," a 
Farsi word which is usually translated as "westoxification" or, to give 
the English title of his enormously influential book, Occidentosis, which 
he describes as "A Plague from the West." Al-I Ahmad defined 


"occidentosis" as a form of deracination which comes about when: 


the aggregate of events in the life, culture, civilization and mode of thought of a people [leaves 
them] having no supporting tradition, no historical continuity, no gradient of transformation, but 
having only what the machine brings them. 

In spite their 2,500-year-old civilization, it had become clear to 
intellectuals like Al-I Ahmad that the Iranians had become "such a 
people." 


Four months before the Ayatollah Khomeini came to power in Iran 
in February 1979, the Catholic Church dealt with the "malaise" by 
elevating a 58-year-old Pole by the name of Karol Wojtyla to the chair 
of Peter. Unlike the Ayatollah, Pope John Paul II did see Communism as 
the main threat to the religious and social order of the world at that time. 
After Wojtyla became pope, the KGB station chief in Warsaw told his 
superiors in Mosow: 


Wojtyla holds extreme anti-communist views ... making the following accusations ... that there is 
an unacceptable exploitation of the workers, whom "the Catholic Church must protect against the 
workers' government" (Caryl). 

Pope John Paul II's concern with Communism was understandable 
enough. His entire priesthood in Poland was spent dealing with the 
problem, but he never felt that Communism had a monopoly on the 


world's ills. According to Wojtyla, the "malaise" of 1979 derived from 
"the dehumanizing tendencies of modern culture — a threat he saw as 
much in the rampant modernizing capitalism of the West as in the 
atheistic materialism of the East." 


The sexual revolution had created a world-wide wave of revulsion 
that would propel a number of world leaders into positions of political 
power. Ronald Reagan was one of these leaders; the Ayatollah 
Khomeini was another. Even though Reagan collaborated with the 
Ayatollah in prolonging the 1979 hostage crisis, more often than not, 
these leaders had nothing in common other than the wave of revulsion 
that swept them into power. 


Hegel would have called that wave of revulsion the World Spirit. 
According to Hegel, "Reason is the Sovereign of the World." This 
means that in some fundamental sense the history of the world is a 
rational process, one which, as in the case of horror films, often makes 
use of "the cunning of reason" to contradict the intentions of its 
protagonists. Reason is both the form of the universe and the Infinite 
Energy which sets Matter in motion. Because history is a rational 
process, universal history is the manifestation of a "Spirit whose nature 
is always one and the same, but which unfolds this its one nature in the 
phenomena of the World's existence." In formulating his philosophy of 
history, Hegel, as Copleston has pointed out, "argues indeed that this is 
simply conscientiously applying to history as a whole the Christian 
doctrine of divine providence," even if "Hegel's metaphysics drives him 
to conclusions to which the Christian theologian is not committed." 


The Dead End of Positivism 


Positivism was, more than anything else, an attack on the idea of 
history. According to Karl Popper, world history has no meaning. The 
history of power politics was nothing other than the history of 
international crime and mass murder. The assertion that God somehow 
reveals himself in the history of international crime and mass murder is 
nothing less than blasphemy. There can be no humanitarian history of 
mankind because it would have to be a history of each individual, since 
no man is more important than any other. 


If positivism is deeply a-historical, historical consciousness is the 


strongest and most invincible opponent of positivism. Historical 
occurrences are unique, not repeatable; they do not follow according to 
any physical law, through which they can be determined. For positivism, 
then, history is by definition irrational because historical occurrences are 
by definition unique, which is to say, not accessible to repeated 
observation, or experiment, and therefore not accessible to scientific 
research. 


By now it should be obvious, that, according to Popper, Anglo- 
Jewish-American positivism as expressed in the capitalist new world 
order which grew up in the aftermath of World War II is the ideal 
toward which all men of good will should strive. But upon closer 
examination, positivism turns out to be nothing more than the projection 
of capitalism onto the universe. In this, Popper is the heir of both 
Newton and Darwin. From the time of Hobbes, the task of English 
political thought has been to come up with a "scientific" justification of 
an unjust status quo. Positivism is one more justification of the status 
quo which came into being when England's nascent capitalists enriched 
themselves by looting the monasteries. As Friedrich Romig puts it in his 
book Der Sinn der Geschichte: 


Positivism doesn't pass judgment on the world we live in, rather it affirms that world. At the 
same time it ridicules any ideas that critique these facts or contradicts them as metaphysical 
speculation, irrationalism and romanticism. It foreshortens and mutilates thinking in order to fit 
the facts into the given society and its relationships, which remain unquestioned. 

Time from the positivist perspective is the opposite of history. 
Technical/physical time has no history; it runs on like an assembly line. 
It is divisible into equal, infinitely small units or moments, which follow 
each other in endless monotony. This has no life; it is by definition that 
which is not alive, that which is already dead. No hope relieves it. It is 
only mechanical motion, running. Progress replaces history. The deeply 
a-historical character which replaces history with a monotonously 
accelerating progress, which then proceeds ad infinitum, without telos, is 
the distinctive characteristic of the industrial age, one which has been 
confected by industrial/technological interests in their interests. 


Making history vanish is one of the ineluctable consequences 
which flows from the enthronement of British empiricism and science as 
the validator of everything real. Under this aegis, history becomes the 
total aggregate of trajectories of motion, all of which are totally 


repeatable functions of invariable scientific laws. 


History is not like that. It is a totally unique series of totally unique 
and unrepeatable occurrences that at its very worst and most 
incomprehensible looks very much like one damned thing after another 
with no rhyme or reason connecting them. Unfortunately, one damned 
thing after another has no Logos to it and cannot be understood as 
history, which must be in some sense comprehensible. In order to give a 
meaning to events which British empiricism made impossible, the 
English invented Whig History, a morality play in which light or 
freedom or economic freedom or capitalism invariably triumphs over 
darkness or bondage and superimposed it on the historical record as a 
way of imposing meaning on it. 


History didn't stop when Francis Fukuyama wrote The End of 
History. The birth control pill has created a feminist fifth column in Iran 
that is waiting to be manipulated by Western-funded covert operations. 
In this respect the Green Revolution demonstrations of June 2009 were a 
harbinger of things to come. Victoria Tahmasebi-Birgani claimed that 
women played a major role in the Green demonstrations of 2009, when 
"Iran's body politic was invaded by feminine power." 


Iran and the Future 


My contention that the sola scriptura approach to the Koran has 
hampered Islam in dealing with sexual issues finds independent 
corroboration in a speech which the Supreme Leader Ayatollah 
Khameni gave on October 10, 2012. In that speech Khameni claims that 
it was a mistake not to abandon the population control policies which 
the Islamic revolution of 1979 had inherited from the Shah. Khameni 
claims that: 


we should have abandoned the population control policy in the mid-1370s [1990s]. I myself 
played a role in this mistake. Of course, it was a good policy at that time, but it should have been 
abandoned in the mid-1370s. We failed to do so, which was a mistake. As I said, our government 
officials and myself are responsible for this mistake. I hope Allah the Exalted and history 
forgives us. It is necessary to safeguard the young generation. As I said in a speech in the month 
of Ramadan, our country will grow old if we continue in this way. Our families and youth should 
have more children. The way it is practiced today, the policy — which limits the number of 
children that a family can have — is wrong. If we manage to keep our population young over the 
next ten, twenty years and far into the future, our youth will solve all the problems that our 
country is suffering from by relying on their characteristic preparedness, dynamism and talent. 


The main internal threat to the ongoing existence of the Iranian 


revolution of 1979 is birth control. After initially encouraging a high 
birth rate as the demographic basis for political and economic national 
power under the Ayatollah Khomeini, the revolutionary government 
after Khomeini's death in 1989 inexplicably reversed his position and 
instituted what would turn out to be one of the most effective birth 
control campaigns in modern history. When Khomeini took power in 
1979, Iran's birth rate was 6.5. By the time his successor Khameni gave 
his speech in the fall of 2012 lamenting the population decline, the 
Iranian birthrate had plummeted to a European level of less than two 
children, which is to say below replacement rate. The New York Times 
was not slow in exposing the irony of the situation: 


Under the grip of militant Islamic clerisy, Iran has seen its population of children implode. 
Accordingly, Iran's population is now aging at a rate nearly three times that of Western Europe. 
Maybe the middle aging of the Middle East will bring a mellower tone to the region, but middle 
age will pass swiftly to old age. 

Accounts differ on why and how the change came about. Some 
claim that the changes were instituted by the Rafsanjani government 
after the death of the Ayatollah Khomeini; other reports claim that 
Khomeini himself was responsible for the change. One source claims 
that: "In the late 1980s, Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, Iran's supreme 
leader, issued fatwas making birth control widely available and 
acceptable to conservative Muslims." Either way, the birth rate plunged, 
but more importantly, as the LA Times put it, the promotion of 
contraception began "to usher in social changes, particularly in the role 
of women." Crippled by a sola scriptura approach to morality, the 
religious leadership of the Islamic Republic of Iran inadvertently created 
a feminist fifth column which would rise up against the revolutionary 
government during the Green Demonstrations of 2009. Or as the LA 
Times put it: 

Without intending to, Iran's clerical leadership helped to foster "the empowerment of Iranian 
women," said Djavad Salehi-Isfahani, an Iran expert at Virginia Tech. "The mullahs may be 
winning the battle on the streets, but women are winning the battle inside the family." 

Now the Supreme Leader is faced with the unenviable task of 
putting the contraceptive genie back into the moral lamp from which he 
conjured it over twenty years ago. No wonder he is asking Allah the All- 
merciful for forgiveness. President Ahmadinejad joined in the anti- 
contraception campaign by claiming that doubling the country's 
population of 75 million would enable Iran to threaten the West. He 


denounced the contraceptive program as "a prescription for extinction," 
called on Iranian girls to marry no later than sixteen or seventeen and 
offered bonuses of more than $950 for each child. His suggestions were 
widely ignored. "Iranian women are not going back," said Sussan 
Tahmasebi, an Iranian women's rights leader now living in the United 
States. 


On July 25, 2012, Supreme Leader Khamenei stated that Iran's 
contraceptive policy made sense twenty years ago, 
but its continuation in later years was wrong... Scientific and experts studies show that we will 
face population aging and reduction (in population) if the birth-control policy continues. 

Similarly, deputy health minister, Ali Reza Mesdaghinia, was 
quoted in the semi-official Fars news agency on July 29, 2012 saying 
that population control programs "belonged to the past," and that "there 
is no plan to keep the number of children at one or two. Families should 
decide about it by themselves. In our culture, having a large number of 
children has been a tradition. In the past families had five or six 
children... The culture still exists in the rural areas. We should go back 
to our genuine culture." 


Iran and Poland are now in the forefront of history once again. In 
early 2014 the Supreme Leader banned vasectomies. At around the same 
time, in January 2014, the Catholic Bishops of Poland issued a pastoral 
letter condemning what they called "gender ideology," which included 
sex education, gay marriage, and all of the things that Reich proposed in 
The Mass Psychology of Fascism. 


The Future of the West 


In December 2013, the Polish edition of my book Libido 
Dominandi appeared. The bishops' condemnation was based on that 
book. During the book tour promoting my book, I ended every speech 
with Denethor's line from The Lord of the Rings. 


"The West," as Denethor claimed prophetically in J.R.R. Tolkien's 
novel The Lord of the Rings, "has failed." The experiment in ordered 
liberty which was launched by America's founding fathers at the end of 
the 18th century has degenerated into an Israeli-managed police and 
surveillance state under the leadership of dual citizens like Michael 
Chertoff, whose body scanners now scrutinize our private parts in the 


hope of thwarting terrorist plots. Like its predecessors, the East German 
Stasi and the Bolshevik CHEKA, the Department of Homeland Security 
views the people as the enemy of the regime and relies on a network of 
Jewish spies, informants and commissars to keep them in line. 


The West has failed because it has turned away from its spiritual 
roots, namely, the patrimony of the Catholic Church and St. Benedict 
and the Christianized Germanic tribes which created first the Holy 
Roman Empire and then Europe as a unified whole based on the notion 
that labor was worthy of respect. The successor of the Holy Roman 
Empire in our day is the European Union, a bastardized parody of the 
unity that was implicit in Catholic Europe, based on the crudest sort of 
economic materialism. 


By 2008 it was clear that that Western consumerist materialism had 
failed almost as spectacularly as the eastern version of dialectical 
materialism had failed in 1989. In spite of his bias in favor of free 
markets as the spiritus movens of 1979, Christian Caryl is finally forced 
to admit that: 


though the Iranian Revolution was fueled by many economic concerns, its ultimate impulse was 
a moral one. The Westernized intellectuals had failed to provide a satisfactory answer to the 
fundamental dilemma of identity that Iranians felt themselves to be facing. 

The collapse of materialism was foretold in Iran in 1979 when the 
Ayatollah Khomeini exposed the Achilles heel of the free-marketeers: 
"You who want freedom, freedom for everything, the freedom of parties, 
you who want all the freedoms, you intellectuals: freedom that will 
corrupt our youth, freedom that will pave the way for the oppressor, 
freedom that will drag our nations to the bottom." 


If the West is ever to revive, it will only do so by retracing its steps 
back to the religious principles which allowed its rise in the first place. 
Pope John Paul II articulated those principles when he told Poland's 
communist masters in 1979 that: 


Man ... cannot become the slave of things, the slave of economic systems, the slave of 
production, the slave of his own products. A civilization purely materialistic in outline condemns 
man to such slavery, even if at times, no doubt, this occurs contrary to the intentions and the very 
premises of its pioneers. 


No matter how much Margaret Thatcher tried to disguise the 
deformity of capitalism by cloaking it in the robes of morality and 


freedom, history vetoed her efforts definitively in 2008. Since that 
moment in history it has become apparent, as Caryl and someone else 
has put it, that "man does not live by bread alone." 
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